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CURRENT TOPICS. 

_ We nexreve that since our last issue good work has been done 
in the way of interviewing candidates with regard to the actual 
and threatened incfease of officialism. There is yet time for 
interviews in some places where they have not taken place. 
Solicitors must remember that it is now agreed on all hands that 
a compulsory Land Transfer Bill and a Public Trustee Bill will 

® introduced, whatever party may be in power after the present 
general election, unless the Government find that there is a feel- 
My among their own supporters in the House of Commons 
adverse to those measures. 


porters of each party be so well informed or so favourably 
approached as during the present election? Every interview 
with a candidate diminishes the probability of the Bills being 
introduced, and lays the foundation fur further action in case 
they are introduced. Officialism is at present rampant in every 
department, and unless solicitors are pre to exert them- 
selves they will speedily find a large portion of their business 
becoming a Government monopoly. 





DvurinG NEXT WEEK and until further order the hearing of 
Queen’s Bench final appeals in Court of Appeal No. 1 and 
Queen’s Bench new trial cases in Court of Appeal No. 2 will be 
continued, but subject in the latter court to the hearing of 
Chancery interlocutory appeals on Wednesdays. 





THE HEARING of witness actions in the Chancery Division pro- 
ceeds at a pace too slow to give satisfaction either to suitors or 
either branch of the profession. Two of the judges commenced 
the hearing of this class of actions in the second week of the 
present sittings, and two commenced in tkis, the fourth week. 
Even should all these four judges be able to devote three days a 
week for the next four weeks to this business, the 374 witness 
actions in the combined lists of all these judges will not be 
appreciably reduced in number. 





GREAT INCONVENIENCE is ofter caused by the fact that an 
originating summons cannot be served out of the jurisdiction. 
Cases of the hardship caused by the want of a rule on the 
subject are constantly occurring. In the case of Re Busfield (32 
Ch. D. 123) Lord Justice Corroy, in declining to order the 
service of an originating summons out of the jurisdiction, said 
that the court had not power to order service out of the juris- 
diction except where it is authorized by statute to do so, which 
was not the case in the instance before him. It is quite time 
that such a power should be granted, and we hope that an early 
opportunity will be taken to carry the suggestion into effect. 








Tue answer of the President of the Board of Trade to the 
‘comfhunication addressed to him by the Council of the Incor- 
porated: Law Society on the subject of voluntary settlements, 
| given in the report of the council (anée, p. 611), must shock every 
person Who is competent to form an opinion on the matter. It 
is founded on the presumption that the majority of persons who 
execute voluntary settlements become bankrupt, a presumption 
that is ludicrously false. Of late years the law of bankruptcy 
has been modified largely in the interest of creditors. No doubt 
it is right that all a bankrupt’s property should be divided 
among his creditors. But it is not right to give the property of 
other people, and divide it among the creditors. It. must be 
remembered that in ainety-nine out of every hundred cases the 
conduct of most of the creditors is but little better than that of 
the bankrupt ; as a general rule most of them know perfectly 
well that he is insolvent, and they only refrain from asserting 
| their rights in the hope that by some lucky speculation he may 
get enough money to pay them. There is no inducement under 
the existing law to a creditor to shew diligence in getting in his 
debt ; he may even lose the fruits of his execution by the debtor 
becoming bankrupt. To return to the question of voluntary 
settlements. A voluntary settlement of land renders it practic- 
ally unsaleable for ten years. This is clearly against public 
policy. Surely it is better that careless creditors should lose 
their money than that land should be made unmarketable. The 
remedy suggested by the President of the Board of Trade is that 
a voluntary settlement might be made good on a declaration by 
the court, to be obtained at the time of the settlement, of the 
settlor’s solvency. Can official cynicism go further than this ? 
Assuming that the real object of the Board of Trade is to pro- 
tect honest creditors, it might be carried out by authorizing the 
registration of voluntary settlements, and declaring that no 
registered settlement should be liable to be set aside, either by 
a creditor or a purchaser for value, except within a limited time 





—say one year—from the date of registration. Lists of volun- 


How can the parliamentary sup- ; tary settlors would be circulated in a manner similar to that in 
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which lists of persons who have given bills of sale are now circu- 
lated, and any creditor who thought himself likely to be injured 
by the settlement would be able to take immediate proceedings 
to have it set aside. 





Norice to old ladies desirous of securing for their remains a 
handsome and expensive and really exhilerating funeral of 
the old style. The court will not, except under “very 

uliar circumstances,” allow you to have it (Re Read, 
Galloway v. Harris, reported elsewhere). You may give 
express verbal directions to your executors that your funeral 
shall be costly—nay, you may actually interview the undertaker 
and tell him you desire to have ‘‘a grand funeral costing 
£150,” but, unless your executors are willing to run the risk of 
having to pay a large portion of the cost out of their own 
pockets, you will not get your desire; and since your executors 
are tolerably certain to decline to take this risk, your wishes 
will be altogether disregarded. Your estate may be over 
£20,000, but still your grandmother, the Chancery Division, 
will not allow you to squander it in the gratification of your 
antique taste for a gorgeous funeral. It is true that Lord Coxz 
says that ‘‘funeral expenses according to the degree and quality 
of the deceased are to be allowed out of the goods of the 
deceased before any debt or duty whatsoever” ; but it is clearly 
settled that an executor or administrator is not justified in 
incurring extravagant funeral expenses, even as against legatees 
or next of kin (see Stackpoole v. Stackpoole, 4 Dow. 227). If the 
estate of the deceased is insolvent, according to Lord Hotr (2 
Williams on Executors, p. 968), no funeral expenses ought to 
be allowed except for the coffin, ringing the bell, and the fees 
of the parson, clerk, and bearers—that is to say, the costs of a 
shroud or digging a grave were not to be allowed. Subse- 
quently the courts became more liberal, and £10, and afterwards 
£20, were indicated as the limits of the funeral expenses to be 
allowed under these circumstances. The peculiar hardship of 
these rules on executors has often been pointed out. In general 
they are obliged to bury their testator before they can ascertain 
whether his estate is or is not solvent. In Re Read the matter, 
fortunately for the executors, came before a common sense and 
considerate judge, who did not see the justice of punishing 
executors for carrying out their testatrix’s express verbal 
directions. But we should recommend any old lady having 
similar views to those of the testatrix in Re Read to make an 
express bequest to her executors of the sum she means to be 
ded on the funeral, with a direction that it shall be so 
expended ; and also to leave in a paper enclosed in the will a 


proper programme of the funeral festivities. 





AN INTERESTING question as to the capacity of children 
legitimated by subsequent marriage to take under a devise of 
real estate in England was decided by Stieuine, J., in Grey v. 
Earl of Stamford (ante, p. 523). By the will and codicil of the 
Rev. Harry Grey a share of a farm in the county of Chester 
was devised on trust for his son Harry during his life, and 
after his death for all his children equally. The testator died 
in 1860. His son Haney, who succeeded to the Earldom of 
Stamford in 1883, went to the Cape in 1855, became domiciled 
there, and resided there till his death in 1890. In 1877 he had 
a son by a woman whom he afterwards married, and by such 
subsequent marriage the son was, according to the Roman 
Dutch law of the Cape, legitimated. The farm had been sold, 
and the question was whether the son was entitled to share in 
the proceeds. It seems possible at once to put aside the case of 
Doe v. Vardill (7 Cl. & ¥. 895), by which it was decided that a 
son 80 legitimated could not take by inheritance. There is no hint 


to be found there that either the judges or the House of Lords | 


were dealing with anything else than the rights of the heir-at- 
law, and the decision has been recognized as an anomalous 
one founded on the strict rules of inheritance attached to 
land in this country. 

case is to construe the word “children” occur- 
ring in the specific devise, and this seems to depend on 
the principle established by Re Goodman's Trusts (29 W. R. 586, 
17 Ch. D. 266). In the earlier case of Boyes v. Bedale (1H. & 


M. 798) it was held with regard to a bequest of personal estate 
to “children” that this word must be construed as meaning 
legitimate children, and that in England only those children 
could be recognized as legitimate who were born in wedlock, 
But in Re Goodman’s Trusts the Court of Appeal, while approy- 
ing of the former proposition, overruled the latter. The 
question of legitimacy is one of status, and if a child is legitimate 
by the law of the country in which, at the time of his birth, his 
parents are domiciled, he is by the comity of nations recognized 
as legitimate everywhere. The question in that case was 
whether a child in this position was entitled to take under the 
Statute of Distributions as next of kin of an intestate, but the 
same rule was applied by Kay, J., in Andros v. Andros (32 
W. R. 30, 24 Ch. D. 637) to a bequest, and it is now well estab- 
lished as to all claims to personal estate. The principle seems, 
however, to apply equally to interests in real estate to which 
‘children ” are entitled under a devise. No technical rules of 
inheritance stand in the way, and the same meaning ought to be 
given to this word in the will whether it is real or personal 
estate that is being dealt with. So, accordingly, Srintine, J., 
decided, and held that the son in question was entitled to share 
in the proceeds of the farm. 





“Ir WOULD BE a great advantage,” writes a correspondent, 
‘¢if the editors of all the different series of law reports would 
follow the lead of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting 
in the new mode of citation which it has adopted for the series 
of the Law Reports which commenced in 1891. There is a 
distinct advantage in giving the year as part of the citation of 
a report. It fixes the date of the case approximately, and 
determines, without other reference, its chronological position in 
relation to other cases and to Acts of Parliament and rules of 
court. A good many of us were disposed at first to resent 
the alteration from the old mode of citation to the new, 
but we live and learn, and experience has shewn that 
*[1892] 1 Ch.’ is as easy to write and to remember as 
‘40 Ch. D.’” May I without presumption,” continues our 
correspondent, “suggest a very simple method of citation for 
all reports other than the Law Reports which might conveniently 
be adopted generally without fear of confusion. In citing the 
Law Reports it is a common practice to omit the ‘L. R.,’ that 
part of the citation being, in their case, understood where it is 
omitted. In the case of all other reports the initial letters of 
the distinguishing names would necessarily form part of the 
citation. Thus, the Wrexty Reporrer for 1892-3 could be 
most conveniently cited as ‘W. R., 1893,’ and afterwards 
‘W.R., 1894,’ &c. The same method could be adopted for other 
reports: the Law Journal Reports thus, ‘L. J. Ch., 1893; L. J. 
Q. B., 1898,’ &. The Law Times Reports thus, ‘ L. T. (1893)’ 1; 
*L. T. (1893) 2’; or, £1 L. T., 1893’; ‘2 L. T., 1893.’ Iam well 
aware that all the reports, except the Law Jeports, count their 
legal year from November to October. It would be too much 
to expect that they should, in this respect, change their long- 
established custom, though such a change would be welcomed 
by those who desire to see all the reports run concurrently over 
corresponding periods. But even without this change the desig- 
nation of a volume of reports containing two months of 1892 
(November and December) and ten months of 1893, as a volume 
of reports for 1893, would, in my opinion, be a better desecrip- 
tion than that usually adopted—viz., 1892-3. The latter method 
of describing a volume is always a little confusing, because 





But all that has to be done in the! 


| there must always be two volumes bearing the year 1892 and 
two 1893, and so on. The present is a singularly opportune 
time for a general adoption of the change. I have suggested, 
because we are on the eve of considerable changes in the rules 


of procedure. Even now it is a common practice with judges, 
when a case is cited from any report other than the new series 
of the Law Reports, to ask at the outset for the date of the case. 
When the new legal year begins next November, and from that 
time onwards, it will probably be a matter of increased import- 
ance to know whether a cited case was decided before or since 
the expected batch of rules was passed. Is it too much to hope 
that the editors of the three leading reports which I have 
named will collectively consider the advisability or otherwise of 
adopting the suggestion I have ventured to make?” Such is 
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a 
our correspondent’s suggestion. The only remark we have to 
make with regard to it is, that the first response to it must 
necessarily come, not from the editors of the reports named, but 
from the subscribers to them. The editor and publisher of any 
series of law reports would hardly consider such a proposal as 
within the range of practical policy unless it came to them with 
the support of their subscribers; while, on the other hand, they 
could not fail to give the fullest consideration to any proposal of 
the kind which came to them with such support. 


In THE CASE Of Sovereign Life Assurance Co. v. Dodd the Court 
of Appeal (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) 
have affirmed the judgment given by Cartes, J., recently (40 
W. R. 448) with respect to the right of set-off as against com- 
panies in liquidation. The defendant held two policies of 
£1,000 each in the plaintiff company, payable in May, 1888, or 
earlier in the event of his death. He borrowed from the com- 
pany on mortgage of the policies sums which ultimately 
amounted, with interest, to £1,170. In August, 1887, a petition 
was presented for winding up the company, upon which a wind- 
ing-up order was made in July, 1889, and in the following year 
the court sanctioned an arrangement by which the company’s 

licies were transferred to the Sun Life Assurance (o., the 
Siders being bound to accept in full satisfaction certain reduced 
payments. The defendant kept up the payment of the premiums 
until May, 1888, and the policies would thereupon, but for the 
winding up, have been payable. With bonuses he would have 
received £2,113, but under the new arrangement with the Sun 
he could only claim £267 for each policy. Hence, upon the 
liquidator of the Sovereign bringing the present action to 
enforce repayment of the sums advanced, he claimed to set off 
the amount which he ought to have received on the policies. 
By section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, it is provided that in 
the winding up of companies the same rule shall prevail as to 
debts and liabilities provable as may be in force for the time 
being in bankruptcy, and in Mersey Steel and Iron Co. v. Naylor, 
Benzon, § Co. (36 W. R. 989, 9 App. Cas. 434) it was held that 
this imported into the law of winding up the mutual credit 
clause in the Bankruptcy Acts-—that is, in the case of the Act 
of 1883, s. 38. Ina case of bankruptcy it is, of course, neces- 
sary that some step in relation to any credit, debt, or other 
dealing relied on should be taken before the commencement of 
the bankruptcy, or, as it was held in Re Gillespie, Ex parte Reid 
& Sons (33 W. R. 707, 14 Q. B. D. 963), where there are mutual 
dealings between a debtor and his creditors, the line as to set- 
off must in general be drawn at the date of the commencement 
ofthe bankruptcy. And for the purposes of winding up the corre- 
sponding date is the date of the presentation of the petition : Com- 
panies Act, 1862, s. 84. But this restriction is merely meant to 
cut off dealings before the bankruptcy or winding up from those 
which have occurred afterwards, and does not seem to apply 
where a liability already in existence has subsequently matured. 
Such cases fall within the principle that the relation contem- 
plated by the statute may be established although the debt is 
immediately due from the one party, and only due on a future 
day from the other; and in Re Asphaltic Wood Pavement Co. (33 
W. R. 513, 30 Ch. D. 216) this was carried so far as to allow a 
set-off in respect of damages due from a company by reason of 
a breach, after winding up, of a contract made before winding 
up. The present case appears to be well within these authori- 
ties, the moneys which the defendant claimed to set off being 
due to him under a contract made previous to the presentation 
of the petition, and the set off was consequently allowed. 





_A curious exampzx of the limited nature of the covenant for 
night to convey implied in a conveyance by a vendor as bene- | 
ficial owner is afforded by the case of David y. Sabin, recently | 
decided by Rowen, J; By the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 7, 
sub-section (1) (a), the covenant is that, ‘‘ notwithstanding any- 

ing by the person who so conveys, or anyone through whom 
he derives tit. e, otherwise than by purchase for value, made, 
done, executed, or omitted, or knowingly suffered, the person 
who so conveys has full power to convey the subject- 


of the liability so soon as the title is traced back to a previous 
sale, and the covenant does not extend to any defects in the title 
created by a previous vendor. And this, which is obviously 
true of the title to the whole estate in the land which is being 
conveyed, is equally true of any subordinate right which the 
present vendor has purchased with a view to perfecting his title. 
In the case in question the defendant, as beneficial owner, had 
conveyed land to the plaintiff, a purchaser, in fee. At an 
earlier period he had granted a long lease of the land, and of 
this he had obtained a surrender for value, but in the interval 
the lessee had created sub-leases which were not destroyed by 
the surrender. The defendant was ignorant of their existence, 
both at the time of the surrender and of the conveyance, but it 
was contended that he was bound to compensate the purchaser 
under the covenant for right to convey. Clearly, however, the 
creation of the sub-leases was not due to any act or omission of 
his, or of any person through whom he derived title otherwise 
than by purchase for value. They were created by the lessee 
out of the estate which he then had in the land, and which he 
afterwards sold to the defendant. The limitation of the cove- 
nant therefore applied, and Romer, J., expressed his opinion 
also that, although not expressly inserted, a similar limitation 
was to be read into the implied covenant for further assurance. 





SPECIAL DAMAGE IN ACTIONS OF SLANDER. 
Tur law favours liberty of speech, and, in general, unless special 
damage can be proved, a man may say what he pleases of his 
neighbour. He must be careful, however, not to charge him 
with a crime, or impute to him an infectious disease tending to 
exclude him from society. Moreover, caution is necessary in 
speaking of a man in such a way as to touch him in the way of 
his office, profession, or trade; but here there are nice distinc- 
tions which may enable the reviler to get off scot-free, and with 
his costs paid for him into the bargain. Such was the result in 
the recent case of Alexander v. Jenkins (40 W. R. 546). The 
plaintiff had been elected to the office of town councillor, an 
office, as is well known, of honour, and not of profit. Shortly 
after the election the defendant stated of the new town councillor 
that he “ is never sober, and is not a fit man for the council. 
On the night of the election he was drunk, and had to he carried 
home.” Persons with a regard for constituted authority might 
think that, if this charge was untrue, there was ample ground 
for the interference of the law. ‘But they would be wrong. As 
long as a town councillor is not removable for drunkenness—and 
the Court of Appeal have failed to discover that he is—the 
world may say mr it likes as to any such weaknesses, provided 
at least that he is not charged with being drunk while engaged 
in the performance of his public duties. 

It seems to be thought that there is a distinction in this 
respect between offices of profit and offices of honour, and an 
amusing reference to it is made in How v. Prinn (2 Salk. 695) :— 
“Tn offices of profit, words that impute either defect of under- 
standing, of ability, or integrity, are actionable ; but in those of 
credit, words that impute want only of ability are not action- 
able, as of a justice of the peace: ‘He is a justice of the peace ! 
Tle is an ass, and @ beetle-headed justice,’ Ratio est, because a man 
cannot help his want of ability, as he may his want of honesty.” 
And accordingly any words spoken against a man which tend to 
shew that, either by reason of his want of ability or his want of 
integrity, he is unfit to carry on his trade or profession, or to 
continue in an office of profit, are actionable. Of this the books 
contain many curious instances. Thus in Peard v. Jones (Cro. Car. 
382) it was held to be actionable, without proof of special dam: 
to say of a barrister, ‘‘ He is a dunce and will get little by the 
law,” although it was urged that a dunce, if not so ready and 
nimble as others, might yet be a person of very solid judgment. 
And so in Baker v. voles (2 Keb. 202), where it was said of 
an attorney that he had “no more judgment in the law than 
Master Curyyy’s bull.” Objection was made that the plaintiff 
had not averred that Curyyy had a bull, but the court th t 
—though why, is not very clear—that the scandal was 
greater if he had none. In a different sphere it has been held 
actionable to say of a gamekeeper that he had killed foxes: 





matter expressed to be conveyed.” There is thus a termination 





Foulger v. Newcomb (15 W. R, 1181, L, R. 2 Ex. 327), Tn tura- 
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ing to the report one almost expects to find this put on the 
ground that it was imputing a crime. But quite the contrary. 
The court even doubted whether they could take judicial notice 
of the fact that it would be improper for a gamekeeper to kill 
foxes, and they preferred to rely on the allegation to this effect 
in the pleadings. 
On the other hand, where a man has an office of honour 
merely, words spoken against him are not actionable without 
roof of special damage unless they might lead to his removal 
m office, and such is the ground upon which it is said in 
How v. Prinn (supra) that words charging want of ability are 
not actionable, but only those charging want of integrity. Con- 
sequently, where a man cannot be removed from his office for 
the offence charged against him, the slander is not actionable, 
and this was the ratio decidendi in Alexander v. Jenkins. It 
seems, however, that the principle is really similar in all the 
cases. Whether a man is in a trade or profession, or in an 
office either of profit or credit from which he can be dismissed, 
slanderous words tend, though in different degrees, to deprive 
him of his employment or office. Ina trade or profession any 
imputation on his character or ability which would make him 
less fit for his business is actionable. It is likely that he will 
thus lose customers or clients. So in an office of profit. As to 
offices of honour the law seems to assume that ability is not 
required of him—surely in this respect it is a little hard on 
justices—and, consequently, the slander must affect his charac- 
ter. But still the principle is the same. The slander is re- 
garded only so far as it tends to deprive him of his office, and, 
if he is irremovable, then, like the plaintiff in the present case, 
he will have his action dismissed. Some slight check to the 
licence permitted by the common law was imposed by the 
Slander of Women Act of last year. Possibly at some time the 
Legislature will have time to put the whole matter on a more 
satisfactory footing. Meanwhile persons who wish to relieve 
their feelings against the powers that be, whether municipal or 
otherwise, may rely upon the dictum in Onslow v. Horne (2 W. 
BL., at p. 753) being still sound law: ‘‘ Mere opprobrious words, 
which subject to no punishment or temporal loss, do not seem 
to be actionable when spoken of men in office.” 








CONTRACTS BY ADVERTISEMENT. 


Tue possibility of entering into a contract by advertisement has 
long been recognized, and the chief peculiarity, perhaps, in the 
case of Cariill v. The Carbolic Smoke Ball Co. (reported else- 
where) is the interesting variety of objections which the defend- 
ants raised for the purpose of avoiding their very obvious moral 
liability. All these failed them, however, and, subject to what 
may happen on the intended appeal, their legal liability seems 
to be equally clear. 

In November, 1891, the company inserted an advertisement 
in the Pail Mall Gazette by which they offered to pay £100 to 
any person who should catch the influenza after having used the 
smoke ball three times a day for two weeks. In reliance upon 
this the plaintiff, Mrs. Caxtitt, purchased one of the balls and 
used it three times daily from the 20th of November to the 17th 
of January. On the latter date she was attacked by influenza. 
Three days later her husband, acting on her behalf, claimed the 
£100, and the company, after first sending a copy of a circular 
by which the fresh condition was imposed that the remedy 
should be used at their offices, repudiated altogether their 
liability under the advertisement. This was upon the ground 
that there was no contract between themselves and the plaintiff, 
while, if there was, it was void, either as being a contract of 
gaming and wagering, or a contract of insurance and so sub- 

ect to 14 Geo. 4, c. 48, s. Z, or generally against public policy. 
oreover, if it was a contract, it was said that it required to be 
stamped as a contract wholly or partly in writing. 

The last point, which is well covered by authority, may be 
disposed of first. The Stamp Act, 1891, requires every “ agree- 
ment or memorandum of agreement under hand only .. . 
whether the same be only evidence of a contract or obligatory 
upon the parties from ite being a written instrument,” to be 
duly stamped. But it is the entire agreement which must be in 
writing, and the words, like similar words in the previous Stamp 








Acts, do not apply where a proposal made in writing is accepted 
either verbally or otherwise without writing. An early authority 
in favour of this view is Drant v. Brown (3 B. & C. 665). There 
A. had entered into a written agreement with B. for the hire of 
a piece of land for the purpose of making bricks. Subsequently 
C. made an offer in writing to let another piece of land to A, 
upon the same terms as those contained in the agreement 
between A. and B., and this offer was verbally accepted by A, 
It was held that the written offer made by C. was admissible in 
evidence without being stamped. ‘A stamp,” said Horroyn, 
J., “is not necessary to every writing given in evidence to sup. 
port an agreement, but only to agreements themselves or minutes 
or memorandums of agreements. This was a mere proposal; if 
it had been accepted by writing, that must have been stamped, 
but being accepted by parol, the agreement was in law a parol 
agreement.” So in Chaplin v. Clarke (4 Ex., at p. 407), Mavi, 
J., pointed out in the course of the argument that an offer in 
writing accepted by parol does not require a stamp, and this 
rule was acted on in Hudspeth v. Yarnold (9 C. B. 625) and Clay 
v. Crofts (20 L. J. Ex. 361). In the former case the manager 


of a theatre wrote a letter to an actor proposing an engagement | 


at £2a week. The actor accepted this proposal by performing 
under it. It was held that, as there was no agreement until 
such tacit acceptance, the letter was admissible in evidence with- 
out an agreement stamp. In the latter case a schoolmaster 
issued a prospectus, and subsequently received a pupil upon the 
terms of it as verbally modified between himself and the parent. 
Here again it was held that the prospectus was a proposal, and 
not an agreement, and that no stamp was necessary. In the 
present case, therefore, it is clear that, if there was a contract 
between the parties, it was not a contract of which there was a 
memorandum in writing requiring to be stamped. 

The question whether there was a contract at all is one of 
considerable theoretical interest, though for practical purposes 
it is settled by the decision of the King’s Bench in Williams v. 
Carwardine (4 B. & Ad. 621). There the brother of the defend- 
ant had been murdered, and the defendant published a handbill 
stating that whoever gave such information as should lead to the 
discovery of the murderer should receive a reward of £20. The 
plaintiff was at a house with the deceased on the night of the 
murder, and she was examined before the magistrates, but did 
not then give any information which led to the apprehension of 
the murderer. Subsequently, however, she was assaulted by 
the murderer, and, believing that she had not long to live, and 
to ease her conscience, she made a voluntary statement contain- 
ing information which led to his conviction. Afterwards she 
claimed the reward, and though the jury found that she was 
not induced to make the statement by the offer of the reward, 
but by other motives, she was held to be entitled to it. Lord Dey- 
MAN, O.J., said that she had brought herself within the terms of the 
advertisement ; LirrLepAte, J., that the advertisement amounted 
to a general promise, to the benefit of which she was entitled; 
and Parke, J., that there was a contract with any person who 
performed the condition mentioned in the advertisement. Since 
that decision there have been various cases in which the pay- 
ment of the reward has been resisted, not, however upon the 
ground that the advertisement could create no liability between 
the parties, but that the condition upon which the reward was 
to be paid had not, in fact, been performed : Lancaster v. Walsh 
(4 M. & W. 16), Smith v. Moore (1 C. B. 438), Thatcher v. 
England (3 C, B. 254), Tarner v. Walker (Li. R. 2 Q. B. 301). 

It is doubtful, however, whether in Williams v. Carwardine 
the real nature of a contract was sufficiently apprehended. This 
requires that an offer made by one party should be accepted by 
the other, and it follows that that other must be aware of the 
offer, and in accepting it must intend to enter into a contract. 
There is of course an initial difficulty whether a contract can 
arise at all out of an offer not made in the first instance to some 
ascertained person, but any doubt which there may have been on 
this point has long been dispelled, and in Spencer v. Harding 
(L. hes C. P., at p. 563) Witxies, J., said that an offer con- 
tained in an advertisement was ‘‘an offer to become liable to 
any person who before the offer should be retracted should 
happen to be the person to fulfil the contract of which the 
advertisement was an offer or tender.”” Hence clearly it is no 


objection to the existence of the contract that the second party — 
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to it is not ascertained at the time of the offer. It will be 
noticed, however, that this dictum, like the judgments in Williams 
vy. Carwardine, seems to imply that any performance of the con- 
dition is sufficient to complete the liability of the advertiser, 
irrespective of the state of mind of the performing party. 
Indeed in the latter case Parreson, J., said expressly that the 
court could not go into the plaintifi’s motives, and this perhaps 
may explain why Parxe, J., held that there was in fact a 
contract. 

But, as Sir Frepericx Pottock has pointed out (Contract, 5th 
ed., p. 21), the question is not one of motive, but of intention, 
and it seems clear that, unless there is some reason to assume an 
intention to contract, the mere performance of the condition can- 
not complete the contract. Possibly, therefore, the doctrine of 
Williams v. Carwardine will have at some time to be reconsidered 
with a view to determining whether the person performing the 
condition must do so in reliance upon the advertisement, or, in 
other words, with the intention of accepting the offer therein 
contained. In the present instance, however, this difficulty does 
not arise, it being shewn that Mrs. Cartitx, when she purchased 
the smoke ball, did so upon the faith of the offer made by the 
company. Hence, whatever suspicion there may be as to the 
soundness of the principle upon which Williams v. Carwardine 
was decided, there can be no doubt that Mrs. Caruitt had 
accepted the offer of the company, and that a contract had thus 
been concluded to the benefit of which she was entitled. 

As to the remaining defences, the objection that the contract was 
against public policy could not, of course, be maintained. There 
is certainly nothing contrary to the public interest in compelling 
a person to keep his promise, especially when he is the vendor of 
a patent medicine and has made the promise for the purpose of 
enabling himself to dispose of his wares with greater facility. 
There is more, perhaps, to be said for the contention that the 
contract was one either of gaming and wagering or of insurance, 
and, indeed, there is always a strong resemblance between these 
latter contracts and ordinary contracts made conditional on the 
happening of an uncertain event. Hawxrys, J., however, dis- 
tinguished the present from a wagering contract on the ground 
of want of mutuality, and, whether it was a contract of insurance 
or not, he held that, as it was not in writing, the provision of 
14 Geo. 3, c. 48, s. 2, did not apply to it. 

The nature of a wager was considered in the case of Hampden 
v. Walsh (24 W. R. 607, 1 Q. B. D. 189), where the plaintiff had 
staked money on his opinion that the earth was not round. The 
question was to be determined by actual measurement on the sur- 
face of some canal, river, or lake, and, upon disagreement between 
the referees, the umpire decided against the plaintiff. The latter 
being dissatisfied, demanded back his money from the stakeholder, 
and it was held that the agreement was a wager, and, as the 
money had not at the time of demand been paid over, he was 
entitled to recover it. The particular ground for contending 
that there was no wager was that the event upon which the 
money was staked was not uncertain, but in the course of his 
judgment Cocxnury, C.J., gave a definition of general applica- 
tion, saying that a wager was ‘‘a contract by A. to pay money 
to B. on the happening of a given event, in consideration of B. 
paying money to him on the event not happening.” And so 
in Thacker v. Hardy (4 Q. B. D., at p. 695) Corron, L.J., 
said: ‘The essence of gaining and wagering is that one party 
is to win, and the other to lose, upon the happening of a future 
event, which at the time of the contract is of an uncertain 
nature—that is to say, if the event turns out one way A. will 
lose, but if it turns out the other way he will win.” This is 
practically identical with the rule as now laid down by 
Hawkins, J., that it is essential to a wagering contract that 
each party may under it either win or lose, whether he will win 
or lose being dependent on, and, therefore, remaining uncertain, 
until the issue of the event is known. But if either of the 

ies may win, but cannot lose, or may lose, but cannot win, 
it is not a wagering contract. Judged by this standard, it is 
clear that the contract between Mrs. Cartitt and the Carbolic 
Smoke Ball Co. was not one of wagering. In the event of her 
catching the disease she stood to win, and the company to lose, 
but otherwise no money would pass between the parties; in 
other words, Mrs. Carwr1 could not lose in any event. 

Upon the construction of the statute 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, Hawxrns, 





J., has taken the same view as that by Lord Kenyon, 
C.J., in Good v. Elliott (3 T. R. 693). Section 2 forbids the 
making of any policy on the life of any person, or upon any 
other event, without inserting in such policy the name of the 
person interested therein. This requirement, of course, shews 
that the Act was only intended to apply to written policies, 
and in no event, therefore, can it affect the present case. 
Apart from this, however, there is an element in the 
contract which seems to distinguish it from one of pure 
insurance. In a contract of insurance the money paid by 
one party is solely meant to secure that on the happening 
of an event, which either may not happen at all, or the 
time of which is uncertain, a larger sum shall be paid to 
him by the other party. Or, as Trxpat, C.J., said in Paterson 
v. Powell (9 Bing. 329), the premium is paid in consideration of 
the insurers incurring the risk of paying a larger sum upon a 
given contingency. But here Mrs. Cartitt paid her money in 
the first instance for the purchase of a smoke ball, and it was 
only in addition to this that she had the guarantee of the com- 
pany that, if it did not answer its purpose, they would pay her 
£100. Possibly the defendants may be able to make some 
of their defences appear more plausible to the Court of Appeal, 
but at present the judgment of Hawxrys, J., seems as sound in 
law as it is in accordance with the justice of the case. 








COUNSELS’ FEES. 


Tu following correspondence on this subject has taken place be- 
tween the Bar Committee and the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society :-— 
5: ‘* Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C., 
** April 2nd, 1892. 

‘* Dear Sir,—The council of this society invite the attention of the 
Bar Committee to a matter of very considerable importance, upon 
which complaints are frequently made by members of the solicitor 
branch of the profession. 

‘* Some barristers’ clerks, after a brief with a fee marked has been 
accepted, require the solicitor to increase the amount, either on the 
ground that it is inadequate, or that the solicitor on the other side 
has marked a higher fee. It often happens that this request is made 
at a time when it is too late for the solicitor to take back the brief 
and instruct some other counsel. 

“This pressure places the solicitor in a very unpleasant position. 
He has marked the fee which he considers sufficient, or perhaps the 
utmost fee which his client can afford. If he increases it, he puts his 
client to an unwarrantable expense; if he refuses to do so he runs, or 
thinks he runs, the risk that his client’s interests may suffer. 

‘‘ The council do not dispute the right of a barrister to refuse to 
accept a brief with an inadequate fee, but they submit that after a 
brief has actually been accepted, it is not justifiable, under any cir- 
cumstances, that a request shoula be made for an increased fee. 

“The council raise this question with much reluctance. They 
would have refused to do so if the grievance referred to only occurred 
in isolated cases. But the practice is not uncommon, and tends to 
increase, and the council do not think it consistent with their duty 
to their branch of the profession to remain silent. 

‘““They think also that it is one of the causes operating to the 
disadvantage of both branches of the profession, which induce the 
public to avoid the courts, especially in the case of the mercantile 
class, who cannot understand why, when (according to their view of 
the matter) a contract has been made to undertake the conduct of the 
case in court for a certain sum, more is demanded of them.—I 
am, c., 

** (Signed) E. W. WItiramson, Secretary. 

‘*S. H. Lofthouse, ., Hon. Sec., The Bar Committee, 

‘** Farrar’s-building, Temple, E.C.” 


** Farrar’s-building, Temple, 22nd June, 1892. 

“To the Secretary of the Incorporated Law Society. 

‘* Sir,—-My committee have considered your letter of the 2nd April, 
in which you call their attention to complaints frequently made by 
solicitors, that barristers’ clerks, after a brief with a fee marked has 
been accepted, require the solicitor to increase the amount, either on 
the ground that it is inadequate, or that the solicitor on the other 
side has marked a higher fee, and in which you state that it often 
happens that this request is made at a time when it is too late for 
the solicitor to take back the brief and instruct other counsel, and 
that the practice is not uncommon, and tends to increase. 

ee My committee direct me to say that, in their opinion, the fact of 
the solicitor on the other side having marked a higher fee, is, of itself, 
no justification for a counsel's clerk asking to have his fee inoreased 
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after he has accepted a brief, and if a practice of making such a 
demand exists, my committee entirely disapprove of it. 

‘*My committee also do not think it right that a counsel’s clerk 
should ask to have the fee increased after the brief has been accepted, 
with knowledge of the contents of the brief and other matters 
material to the question of the fee, but they wish to point out that 
the mere delivery of a brief does not necessarily, of itself, involve 
the acceptance of the brief. It is impossible to tell, until the con- 
tents of a brief have been examined, whether the fee is adequate or 
not, and a full opportunity for such an examination should be 
afforded. 

“It often happens that a brief is delivered to counsel, especially 
at assize towns, by an irresponsible agent, and the mere receipt of 
the brief in no way signifies an acquiescence in the fee marked on it. 
Again, it often occurs that after the delivery of the original brief 
further lengthy papers are sought to be added to it, and in sucha 
case the peo ce lh g fee may become totally inadequate. It thus will be 
seen that whilst my committee concur in two of the propositions 
contained in your letter, they desire to express to you their opinion 
that a mere receipt of a brief without any objection being made to 
the fee marked upon it, does not necessarily prevent the suggestion 
that the amount of such fee should be reconsidered.—I am, &c., 

** (Signed) 8S. H. Lorrnovse, 
‘** Hon. Sec. of the Bar Committee.” 





REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT COSTS. 

Costs IN THE CounTyY CoURTS UNDER THE County Covurrs ACT, 
1888, THE ADMIRALTY JURISDICTION ACTS, AND THE COUNTY 
Courts RULEs, 1889 AnD 1892; wirH SECTIONS AND RULES RE- 
LITING THERETO. TOGETHER WITH TABLES OF THE REFERENCES 
IN THE AcT, AND RULEs TO Costs GENERALLY, AND NOTES AND 
REFERENCES THROUGHOUT, AND PRECEDENTS WITH NUMERICAL 
REFERENCES TO THE ITEMS IN THE SCALE oF Costs. By R. T. 


Hunter, Chief Clerk of the Stockton-on-Tees County Court. | 


Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The subject of county court costs is so important and so com- 
plicated that it is not surprising to find it considered in a work 
exclusively devoted thereto. The volume before us makes its appear- 
ance at a very opportune moment; for it is only within the last few 
weeks that the new scales of costs, appended to the County Court 
Rules, 1892, have come into operation. These, of course, are 
embodied in the present work, together with the various enactments 
and rules, governing the subject of costs in the county court, which 
are lealeciie arranged so as to facilitate immediate reference and 
citation. Moreover, thirty precedents of bills of costs are provided, 
which possess a practical value, owing to the author’s wide experi- 
ence on the subject, acquired as chief clerk of a county court. These 
precedents contain numerical references to the items in the official 
scales of costs, which will enable the practitioner who uses any of 
the kage age given at once to verify and justify the charge made 
by in his bill of costs. Though mainly a compilation, the 
present work also comprises some valuable notes, inserted by the 
author, in which reference is made to the many important cases 
that have been decided on the subject of costs. In order to dis- 
tinguish these notes and the other additions made by the author from 
the enactments, rules, and scales of costs embodied in the volume 
before us, they have, very properly, been placed within brackets. 
As affording some proof of Mr. Hunter’s industry, we may mention 
that the very recent case of Millington v. Harwood (ante, p- 4 46), 

was decided by the Court of Appeal only last May, is cited at 
p. 23 of the present work. A good index will be found at the end 
of the volume. 


ELECTION LAW. 

Tae Law RELATING TO ConrurT AND ILLEGAL Practices at Par- 
LIAMENTAEY, MUNICIPAL, AND OTHER ELEcTiONs. By MILES 
WALKER MarTrinson and Srvart CUNNINGHAM MACASKIE, 
Barristers-at-Law. Tutxp Epirion. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


“Good wine needs no bush,” and a law book which runs through 
two editions, and enters on a third, in less than nine years, has prac- 
tically passed out of the region of hostile criticism. The professional 
favour that has been m out to Messrs. Mattinson and Macaskie’s 
treatise on the law of corrupt and illegal practices is well deserved. 
of the subject is fally, an 
Moreover, the work is—to the great advantage of the reader—a 
treatise, and not merely an annotated edition of the Act of 1883. 


s 


So far as we have observed, every decision of any importance has 
been noted in its appropriate place, although the excellent modern 
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of giving the dates of cases has, unfortunately, not been fol- 
The care, however, with which the authors have given all the 


ih 





| no licence, 


__ July 9, 1892. 


references in contemporary reports to cases quoted adds immensely 
to the practical value of their book. We commend the present 
edition of this work heartily to the attention of our readers. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 
PRICE v. JAMES—No. 1, 5th July. 


Licence —BEERHOUSE—APPLICATION For ReNEwAL— Temporary AvTIORITY 
To occupy Premises—9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 14—5 & 6 Vicr. c. 44, s. l— 
35 & 36 Vict. c. 94, s. 42. 


This was a special case stated by the licensing justices of Pontypool, in 
Monmouthshire. The Britannia Inn, Pontnewynydd, was a beerhouse 
which had been licensed from a date prior to the Ist of May, 1869, for the 
sale of beer by retail. On the 18th of April, 1891, Mason, the then holder 
of the licence, was convicted before two justices in petty sessions for 
permitting gaming on the premises, and his licence was indorsed. Mason 
obtained a temporary authority under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 44, s. 1, for Price, the 
appellant, to carry on the business of the house until the next special 
sessions, which would be held on the 22nd of August, 1891. At the 
general annual licensing meeting, held at Pontypool on the 22nd of 
August, which was also a day appointed for the holding of special sessions 
for the transfer of licences, the appellant applied for a transfer to himself of 
the existing licence ot the Britannia Inn under 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 14. 
That application was refused by the justices. At the same sessions the 
appellant also applied for a renewal of the licence, which renewal was 
opposed by the respondent, the superiutendent of police for the district, 
but no notice of objection was given to the appellant. The application 
for a renewal of the licence was refused by the justices, who were of 
opinion that the appellant was not the holder of the licence, having only 
a temporary authority to carry on the business. ‘The justices stated a 
special case for the opinion of the court, and a divisional court (Wright 
and Collins, JJ.) affirmed the decision of the justices. The appellant 
Price appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the appellant had made two applications 
to the licensing justices. The first was under 9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 14, fora 
transfer to him of Mason’s licence, which application failed because the 
appellant did not produce satisfactory evidence of character. The 
appellant then fell back on his second application, which was for a 
renewal of the licence under section 42 of the Licensing Act, 1872. In 
order to give the justices jurisdiction to act under that section the 
appellant was bound to prove that he was a licensed person, but he had 
d therefore he could not ask to have his licence renewed, 
and he could not under that section ask for a renewal of Mason’s licence. 
The appellant had a temporary authority to carry on the business under 
section 1 of the Act of 1842, which was quite distinct from a licence, ant 
under those cirkumstances the justices were bound to refuse to entertain: 
the application for a renewal of the licence. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—CounszL, Je/f, 
Q.C.; Paterson § Glascodine ; Poland, Q.C., and Daniell. Soxtcrrons, Few 
§ Co., for Bythway § Son, Pontypool; T. White § Son, for Gustard, New- 
port. 





{Reported by F. O. Rontxsoy, Barrister-at-Law. 
MAYOR, &c., OF KINGSTON-UPON-HULL v. HARDING AND OTHERS — 
No. 1, 30th June. 
Surety—Fxravup or Contrracror—Liasiniry or Surety. 


This was an appeal of Harding and Thacker, two of the defendants, 
from a judgment of Grantham, J., given after further consideration. 





not too fully, discussed. | 


The plaintiffs, the Mayor and Corporation of Kingston-upon-Hull, 
| brought an action against a firm of contractors for damages for breach ot 
| eontract and for money received to the plaintiffs’ use. The defendants 
Harding and Thacker were sued as sureties for the firm of contractors. In 
June, 1888, a contract, to which the sureties were purties, was entered. into 
between the corporation and the contractors for the construction by the 
contractors of sewers and other works for the drainage of a portion of 
Hull. The contract contained provisions for the payment of the con- 
tractors on the certificates of the engineer of the corporation, and a 
balance of the sum to be paid to the contractors was to be retained in the 
hands of the corporation until six months after the engineer had given his 
certificate of completion. Harding and Thacker, the sureties, covenanted 
with the corporation for the due performance by the contractors of their 
work under the contract. It was further provided that the contractors and 
the sureties should not be released from their liability iintil six months 
after the certificate of completion had been given, and not then unless all 
| the conditions of the contract should have been fulfilled to the satisfaction 
of the engineer. The works were completed in April, 1889, and the engi- 
| neer gave his certificate of completion ; six months afterwards he gave his 
final certificate, and the sum of money which had been retained by the 
corporation was paid over to the contractors. After this had been done it 





| was ascertained that the work had been badly executed, and that the sewers 
| were totally unfit for their purpose, and that it would be necessary to do 
the work over again. The corporation then brought this action against 
the contractors and their sureties, claiming £7,000 damages, ‘The case was 
tried before Grantham, J., and a jury, and on the questions left to them 
the jury found that the contract hud not been complied with by the con- 
tractors; that the work had been scamped and negligently done ; that the 
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corporation had been cheated by the way the work had been done ; that 
the contractors ought to have known that the work was being fraudulently 
done ; that the certificates for the work were obtained by the fraud of the 
contractors; that the corporation had neglected to properly superintend 
the work, and that this had led to the scamping of the work; that there 
was no evidence of any connivance or wilful default on the part of the 
engineer. Grantham, J., on these findings at once gave judgment 

inst the contractors, the amount of damages to be referredy and, after 
further consideration, he gave judgment against the sureties, who appealed. 
The contractors did not appeal. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Sarrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the plaintiffs were suing two sureties upon a 
contract of surety by which the sureties guaranteed that the contractors 
should do certain work for the plaintiffs well and truly according to the 
plans and specifications. The work had not been well done, therefore by 
the terms of the contract the sureties were primd facie liable. The con- 
tract contained a further term, that the liability of the sureties should 
continue until the engineer of the corporation had given his final certifi- 
cate. The certificate was to be the only evidence of the work having 
been done to the satisfaction of the corporation. The engineer’s final 
certificate was given, and the question was raised whether the contract 
with the sureties was that their liability should cease when the certificate 
was given, or that it should cease when such a certificate was given as 
would by implication release the contractor. In his opinion the latter was 
the true meaning of the contract. The certificate had been procured by 
the fraud of the contractor. The jury had so found, and their finding 
was not disputed, and therefore the certificate, having been so procured, 
did not release the contractor. Consequently, under the terms of the con- 
tract, the sureties were not relieved from their liability by the certificate 
having been given. But it had been said that even if the sureties had no 
defence on the contract, yet there were doctrines of law which would 
release them. It is said that the cause of the contractors doing the work 
badly was the failure of the corporation to fulfil their duty of superintend- 
ing the work, which, it was alleged, was imposed on them by the contract. 
In his opinion the provision as to superintendence did not mean that the 
corporation were to direct how the contractor should do his work, but 
merely that the corporation had the right to see how the work was being 
done—that is to say, an option was given to the corporation to superintend 
or not. The failure of the corporation to exercise their option of superin- 
tendence did not constitute a breach of duty on their part which they 
owed to the sureties so as to release the sureties. The next point taken 
was the giving of the final certificate, but that did not cause the sureties 
to alter their position ; it did them no damage at all; and therefore the 
mere fact of granting the certificate did not release them by the doctrines 
of suretyship. Lastly, there was the giviag up by the corporation of the 
retention-money, which, if it had been retained, would have been a fund 
to which the sureties might have gone. Did that releasc the sureties ? 
‘The sureties had contracted that the contractor should do his work well 
and honestly. The contractor had done the work badly and dishonestly, 
and there had been a breach of a part of the contract, the due perform- 
ance of which by the contractor the sureties had guaranteed ; and as the 
payment over of the retention-money had been brought about by a 
fraudulent breach of the contract against which the sureties had insured, 
it was impossible to say that that payment could relieve the sureties from 
their liability. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Bowen, L.J., agreed. He said that the broad principle of law which 
was the root of their decision was that a surety could not say that he was 
discharged on the ground that his position had been altered by the act of 
the employer when that act had been caused by fraud against which the 
surety had contracted by the very act of suretyship. It was contended 
that, the final certificate having been given by the engineer of the corpora- 
tion, the sureties were released from liability. But the certificate had been 
obtained by the fraud of the contractor, and therefore the corporation 
were entitled to treat the certificate as void, and it wculd not avail the 
sureties unless they could shew that the giving of the certificate had 
caused them to alter their position. There was no proof that this was so, 
and therefore that argument broke down. And even if the certificate had 
caused an alteration in the position of the sureties, there would still 
remain the question whether the certificate had not been obtained by an 
act of the contractor the due performance of which the sureties had 
guaranteed. The argument founded on the handing over of the retention- 
money was met by the same answer. The retention-money was paid over 
because the final certificate had been given, and the certificate had been 
obtained by the fraud of the contractor, against whose dishonesty the 
sureties had guaranteed the corporation. As to the question of the super- 
intendence of the work by the corporation, he agreed with what had been 
said by the Master of the Rolls. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that by the terms of the contract between the 
contractors and the corporation the former had undertaken that the work 
should be well and truly executed ; that meant that the work should be 
honestly done, and not scamped, and that was what the sureties had 
guaranteed. The certificate of completion had, however, been obtained 
by fraud, and as it was no release to the contractors, so it was none to the 
sureties. As to the payment of the retention-money, that also had been 
brought about by the very acts which the sureties had insured against, 
and it was that which differentiated this case from the authorities which 
had been cited. Appeal dismissed.—Counsx., Channell, Q.C., and Montague 
Lush ; Hindmarsh ; Forbes, Q.C., Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and Manisty. Sout 
crrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, tor J. 7. § H. Woodhouse, Hull; B. C. 
Rawlins, for Sykes, Hull; Cuntifies §& Davenport, for R. Hill Dawe, town 
clerk, Hull. 


| Reported by F. O, Rovixson, Barristey-at-Law. } 


HOLLIS v. BURTON—No. 2, 29th June. 


Practice —ADMISsIONS—ADMISSIONS IN DEFENCE—ADMISSIONS IN ANSWER TO 
INTERROGATORIES— PAYMENT INTO CourT—ConDITION OF LEAVE TO AMEND 
DEFENCE AND WITHDRAW ADMISSIONS. 


This was an interlocutory appeal from an order of Stirling, J., disc - 
ing an order made in chamber for payment of sum of money claimed a 
the action into court. The plaintiff by his statement of claim alleged (1) 
that by an indenture of settlement dated the 10th of October, 1877, and 
made between R. R. of the one part and E. B. J. and the defendant 
F. J. J., the trustees of the settlement, of the other part, the sum of 
£2,000 was settled upon certain trusts for investment and for payment of 
the income to E. H. for life, and after her death in trust for the 
E. M. H. on her attaining the age of twenty-one years for her absolute use 
and benefit ; (2) that the said E. B. J. died on the 6th of May, 1882; (3) that 
the said sum of £2,000 above mentioned, and which was invested on mort- 
gage of property belongingto Thomas Gorton, wascalled in by the defendant 
F. J. J. previously to the 20th of August, 1883, but subsequently to the 
death of E. B. J.; (4) that the said F. J. J. was at the date last aforesaid 
in partnership with the defendant G. B. as solicitors ; (5) that the above- 
mentioned sum of £2,000 was paid by the defendant F. J. J. to, and re- 
ceived by, the firm on the 20th of August, 1883, and was paid into the 
firm’s banking account; that the said firm were then acting as solicitors 
for the defendant F. J. J., the surviving trustee of the settlement, and 
that they received such sum for the purpose of procuring a proper and 
sufficient investment on mortgage of the same sum, and they undertook 
such duty and liability ; and that the defendant G. B. well knew that the 
said sum was subject to the trusts of the said settlement; (6) that after 
the 20th of August, 1883, the interest on the £2,000 was regularly paid by 
the firm down to the 3lst of December, 1890, when the firm dissolved 
partnership upon the terms, inter alia, that all debts owing from the firm 
should be paid by the defendant G. B.; and that since the dissolution the 
defendant G. B. had paid interest on the £2,000 down to the 10th of June, 
1891; and since that date the defendant F. J. J. had paid interest down to 
the 10th of September, 1891 ; and (7) taat the said sum of £2,000 was not 
duly invested by the firm on a proper mortgage security. The plain- 
tiff claimed, inter alia, that the said sum of £2,000 be paid into court. 
The defendant G. B. in his defence admitted (1) that a sum of £2,000 in- 
vested on mortgage to Thomas Gorton was called in and received by the 
defendant F. J. J., but’ alleged (2) that it was received by him on his own 
account as trustee, and by him or by his direction paid into the banking 
account of the firm, but without any assent or concurrence of the defend- 
ant G. B.; (6) that the interest on the £2,000 was not paid as alleged by 
the plaintiff, but the payments that were made were so made solely by the 
direction of the defendant F. J. J. up to the date of the dissolution of the 
partnership; and (8) after such dissolution the defendant G. B. acy 
interest calehy at the request and on the account of the defendant F. J. J. 
The defendant G. B., by affidavit sworn on the 10th of March in answer 
to interrogatories, deposed that ‘‘a sum of £2,000 was paid by the defend- 
ant F. J. J. to the banking account of the firm”’ on or about the 20th of 
August, 1883, and that ‘‘an entry of the purport referred to ’’—that is, of 
a principal sum of £2,000 from Thomas Gorton—‘“‘ was made in the ledger 
of the firm, but he had no knowledge thereof until several years after- 
wards, when he at once raised objection to it, and that such entry did not 
refer to the sum of £2,000 claimed in the action.”” On the 28th of March, 
on a summons by the plaintiff, Stirling, J., at chambers, made an order 
that the defendants should pay the sum of £2,000 into court. In an affi- 
davit sworn the 30th of April the defendant G. B. d that the 
admissions made by him in his defence and previous affidavit, that the 
£2,000 was paid by the defendant F. J. J. to the banking account of the 
firm on or Aras the 20th of August, 1883, ‘‘ were made by him under an 
entire mistake as to the facts and in consequence of a misapprehension ; 
that the instructions for his defence were given, and his affidavit was pre- 
pared and sworn to, in the midst of very great pressure of business, which 
did not leave sufficient time for him thoroughly to investigate the matters, 
but since the order made on the 28th of March he had examined the 
banker's pass-book of the firm, and he had in consequence discovered that 
the said sum of £2,000 was not paid into his said firm’s banking account 
at any time, and therefore he was unable now to say whether or not the 
said sum of £2,000 was actually i?" by the said defendant F. J. J. to the 
said firm as alleged by him.” On the other hand there was evidence of 
the mortgagor, and of a person who took a transfer of the mortgage, and 

of the defendant F. J. J. that the business relating to the paying off of the 
mortgage debt was conducted wholly or princi by the defendant 
G. B., and that the money was to him. the 27th of May, on 
motion by the defendant G. B., Stirling, J., considered that the admissions 
in the defence and answers to interrogatories were erroneous, and leave 
ought to be given to set them right, and that on the whole evidence there 
were not sufficient admissions to justify the order for Bo gee into court ; 
and his lordship discharged the order of the 28th of March, and gave the 
defendant G. B. leave to amend his defence and file further affidavits, 
From that order the plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Laxpuey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) varied the order appealed 


from. 

Lrvouey, L.J., said this case was a curious one, and the ground 
upon which the court was going to decide q 
upon which Stirling, J., decided it, If this had been a motion for pay- 
ment of money into court, the principles to be a) 


Stirling, J., had acted. There must be an order that money 
may be paid into court. That was the well-settled practice of the Court 
of Chancery, and it was not that the Judicature Acts had modi- 


fied the practice, except as to 14, And this was not a case to which 





order 14 applied. Oy the evidence as it stood, the admissions would not 
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be sufficient to justify an order for payment into court, if it were a motion 
for payment into court that had to be decided. But that was not the 
question. G. B. admitted receipt of the money, and upon that admission 
an order was rightly made for payment of it into court. Then he came to 
the court and said, Relieve me and give me leave to withdraw my admis- 
sion. Now, on what terms ought such leave to have been given? Ought 
it to be given merely on the terms of his paying the costs’ His lordship 
did not think so. What would be the terms it would have been right and 
just to impose? To arrive at that, when a person came to set aside a valid 
order that had been made against him, it was necessary to look at the 
evidence on which the order was asked for. Was it right to give the leave 
unconditionally, there being a strong case made against the applicant‘ 
His lordship thought not, and that the leave should have been given ouly 
on the terms of paying the money into court. Before Stirling, J., the case 
seemed to have been argued solely as if it had been a mere question of 
paying money into court on an ordinary application on admissions. But 
the case had now been presented as something very different from that. 
The order of Stirling, J., giving leave to amend the defence might, there- 
fore, stand, provided the money was paid into court; otherwise, it should 
ischarged. 


Lorgs, L.J., concurred. His lordship said they were not here consider- 
ing an ordinary motion to pay money into court, such as were common 
enough in chancery. If it were that, there would be no sufficient admis- 
sion. The case of Cox v. Freeman (26 W. R. 689, 8 Ch. D. 148) had gone 
as far as any case ought to go in the matter of what constituted an admis- 
sion as sufficient. But this was a very different case from a mere applica- 
tion to pay money into court. His lordship thought that Stirling, J., 
ought only to have discharged the order of the 28th of March and allowed 
an amendment of the pleadings on the terms of paying the £2,000 into 
court. Costs to be costs in the action. 

Kay, L.J., said his view had been already so exactly expressed in what 
had been said by the other Lords Justices that he only wished to add a 
very few words. Where a claim was made by a plaintiff, and was bond 
Jide contested by the defendant, it had never been heard of that the 
defendant should be ordered to pay the money into court. Where there 
had been an admission on his part that he had money in his hands, 
and which is clearly money on which the plaintiff had a claim, there, for 
hundreds of years, the court had been in the habit of ordering payment of 
the money into court to await the ultimate decision. But the practice of 
the court had never gone further than that. It must not be a mere 
contest of affidavits, but there must be a distinct admission of the 
defendant, to entitle the plaintiff to have the money paid into court. 
That was clearly stated in the judgment of Jessel, M.R., in Freeman v. 
Coz ; there he said: ‘‘ The question is, whether there is sufficient admis- 
sion on the part of the defendant. In Boschetti v. Power (8 Beav. 98 
Lord Langdale observed: ‘The court cannot on motion order money to 
be paid or stock transferred into court unless it has a distinct admission 
of the defendant that the money is in his hands, or that the stock is in 
his name.’ The new orders have no reference to such a case. I will, 
therefore, make a precedent.’’ If what his lordship had read meant that 
where an affidavit was made by the plaintiff, and not answered by the 
defendant, merely upon that evidence payment into court was to be 
ordered, all his lordship had to say was that he was not going to follow 
that precedent. Then the only other case of obtaining payment into 
court was under order 14, but under that order there must, besides cther 
things, be a specially-indorsed writ, and his lordship did not suppose, if 
the judge thought there was great doubt whether the money was due, 
that he would order payment into court. In the present case, after an 
admission by the defendant, on which it was inevitable an order for pay- 
ment into court should be made, he discovered that the admission was 
wrongly made. Then he went to the court, and asked not merely that 
the order for payment should be discharged, but also that he might have 
leave to amend his defence and withdraw his admission. Now, suppose 
he had not got that leave, where would he have been at the trial? 
Surely for such an indulgence as he asked for it was not too much to 
make him pay a price. It seemed to his lordship it was not enough to 
make him pay merely the costs, and he agreed that the order should be as 
the other Lords Justices had decided.—Covunset, Buckley, Q.C., and F. H. 
Colt ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and P. 8. Gregory. Soxscrvons, E. F. § H. 
Landon ; W. Brewer. 


[Reported by Antuve Lawresce, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Rv READ, GALLOWAY +. HARBIS—Chitty, J., 30th June. 


Execvtors—Frunenat Expenses—ExtTeavaGance—VERBAL DIRECTIONS OF 
TEestarzix. 

A testatrix, whose estate was over £21,000, gave verbal directions to her 
executors to order a costly funeral. The executors accordingly gave the 
undertakers full discretion as to expenses, which in the end amounted to 
£133 108. The executors pa‘d this amount, but both the chief clerk and 
the judge in chambers declined to allow more than £85. On a summons 
to vary, all the beneficiaries opposed any further allowance. ‘The evidence 
shewed that the testatrix had personally interviewed the undertakers’ man 
and verbally told him she desired a grand funeral costing £150. The 
executors took no substantial interest under the will. 

Currrx, J., said that the executors had a discretion which they must 
exercine reasonably. Under the very peculiar circumstances of the case, 
and as they might have thought themselves morally bound to carry out 
the testatrix’s directions, he would not leave them to pay the difference, 

















but would allow the item.—Counset, R. F. Norton ; Martelli. Soxtcrrors, 
Hood, Barvs, § Co; Upton § Britton. 
[Reported by G. Rowianp Aston, Barrister-at-I aw. } 


Re PALK, Re DRAKE, CHAMBERLAIN v. DRAKE—North, J., 28th 
June. 
TrusteE—Breacu or Trust—Liantity or Estate or Deceased TRUSTEE 
FoR BREACH OF TRUST COMMITTED AFTER HIS DEATH. 


W. H. Palk by his will, dated the 12th of December, 1884, bequeathed 
the residue of his estate to his executor and trustee, T. E. Drake, upon the 


| trusts therein mentioned. The testator died on the 28th of July, 1885, 


and the will was duly proved by T. E. Drake, who took over the trust estate. 
By his will, dated the 27th of September, 1886, T. E. Drake gave the resi- 
due of his estate equally between his three daughters, and appointed his 
daughter Harriet Drake as executrix. T.E. Drake died on the 9th of 
March, 1888, and his will was preved by Harriet Drake. At the time of 
‘Ll. E. Drake’s death all the trust securities of W. H. Palk were standing 
in T. E. Drake’s name. On the 17th of January, 1890, Harriet Drake 
executed a deed appointing the plaintiff and one Probyn (since deceased) 
to be trustees of Palk’s will. Subsequently it appeared that Harriet Drake 
as executrix had allowed her brother, C. H. Drake, who was her solicitor 
(not knowing what she was doing), to misappropriate certain securities 
which had come into his hands. Some part of the money had been 
recovered from C. H. Drake, but a large balance remained unpaid. This 
action was brought against Harriet Drake and her two sisters. The plain- 
tiffs claimed a declaration that the whole estate of T. E. Drake was liable 
to make good the loss, and that Harriet Drake was also personally liable, 
and that she might be ordered to make good the loss, and that the estates 
of Palk and T. E. Drake might be administered by the court. The defend- 
ants alleged that the whole of the funds subject to the trusts of Palk’s 
will were properly invested at the time of the death of T. E. Drake, and 
they submitted that his estate was not liable to make good any loss which 
had arisen by reason of any act or default of Harriet Drake or C. H. Drake 
or otherwise since the death of T. E. Drake. 


Nortn, J., held that the estate of the deceased trustee was not liable 
for trusts which he left in a proper state of investment at his death. 
Harriet Drake was, of course, liable to make good the whole loss. Anorder 
would be made declaring that Harriet Drake was personally liable, and 
that her beneficial interest under T. E. Drake’s will was liable to make 
good the trust funds, but that the rest of T. E. Drake’s estate was not 
liable.—CotnseL, Beaumont; Creed. Soxicrrors, Tatham & Procter ; Guss 
cotte, Wadham, §& Daw. 

{Reported by G. B. M. Coorr, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re PORTER, COULSON +. CAPPER—North, J., 5th July. 
Witit—Consrruction—ForreiturE—ATTEMPT TO ASSIGN. 


Testator, W. Porter, who died in June, 1851, by his will devised and 
bequeathed all his real and personal property to trustees upon trust for his 
wife for life as therein mentioned, and further declared that in certain 
events (which happened) she should be entitled to an annuity of £80 only. 
And subject to the aforesaid limitations upon trust for his two sisters, H. 
Bentley and 8S. Bakewell (both since deceased), as therein mentioned, and 
after the decease of the survivor of them upon trust to pay and divide all 
the said premises between the children of his said two sisters, and all 
other his nephews and nieces equally as therein mentioned. And testator 
then declared that in case any of his nephews or nieces should, during the 
lives of his said sisters or the survivor of them, scll, mortgage, assign, 
charge, or otherwise dispose of (save by a last will, or codicil, or some 
writing in nature thereof which should be revocable) his or her 
expectant share in the said trust moneys or any portion thereof, 
or any beneficial estate or interest therein, or should attempt so 
to do, then in any such case he, she, or they so doing should 
forfeit and lose all benefit under his said will. Mrs. A. Sullivan, 
daughter of the said 8. Bakewell, and niece of the testator, executed a 
post-nuptial settlement, dated March 15, 1879, during the life of one of 
the testator’s sisters, made between her husband of the first part, herself 
of the second part, and trustees of the third part, in which she included 
her share in the real and personal estate of the said testator. It was 
proved that Mrs. Sullivan had no power under any law in force in South 
Australia at the date of the said settlement (in which colony Mrs. 
Sullivan was domiciled) to assign her reversionary interests under the 
testator’s will, and that the above-mentioned settlement did not operate 


| as an assignment of such interest. This was the further consideration of 
| an action for the administration of the estate of the testator. It was 


contended for the trustees of the marriage settlement that the condition 
against alienation was void, this being a vested interest, and that the 
settlement, being inoperative, was not even an attempt to assign. 

Nortn, J., said that he should have acceded to the argument that as 
Mrs. Sullivan could not assign her interest sie by hes settlement in effect 
did nothing, but for the words in the will ‘‘ attempt so to do,’’ to which 
he must give effect, and which he could not reject or strike out, the will 
clearly contemplating a difference between an attempt and an actual 
assignment, and that for this purpose there was no difference between a 
vested and a contingent remainder. His lordship therefore declared that 
the marriage settlement was an attempted assignment or disposition of her 
sbare under the testator’s will, and that Mrs. Sullivan’s share was there- 
fore forfeited.—Counsui, Borthwick; T. Rolls Warrington ; Oswald; Parker. 
Boxicrrons, Anderson §& Sons; Miller, Smith, ¢ Bell, tor Jervis, Uttoxeter ; 
Wilkins, Blyth, & Co. 

Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re DAVIES, DAVIES v. DAVIES —North, J., 30th June. 


InsurANcE Socrery—Po icy or Insurance—DispositTion oR CHARGE—WILL | and be publicly examined as to 


—ReEsipuary BEQuEst. 


taken any part in the promotion or formation of the company, or has been 
a director or officer of the company, shall attend before the court . . . 
the promotion or formation of the com- 
pany, or as to the conduct of the business of the company, or as to his 


This was a special case to determine whether certain moneys received | conduct or dealings as director or officer of the company.”’ The section 


under a policy of insurance taken out in the Clergy Mutual Insurance 


further provides that the official receiver, the liquidator, creditors, con- 


Society on March 9, 1847, by the testator, the Rev. E. Davies, on his own | tributories, and the court may examine, and on oath. The examinee 


life constituted part of the residuary estate of the testator, or Whether the 


is entitled ‘‘at his own cost’? to be furnished with a ‘“‘ copy of the 


laintiffs, his three daughters, were alone entitled. Rule 20 of the society | official receiver’s report,’’ and, “‘if he is, in the opinion of the court, 


provided as follows: ‘‘In case there shall be any nomination duly 
registered in respect of the sum assured when due, or of any part thereof, 
such sum, so far as any such nomination shall extend, shall be paid to the 
nominees.’’ ‘‘And in case there shall not be any nomination duly 
registered existing in respect of the sum assured when due, or so far as no 
such nomination shall extend, such sum shall be paid to the assigns (if 
any) of the assurer so far as the claims of such assigns shall extend in every 
case where such claims shall have arisen under any disposition or charge 
made by the assurer specifically affecting such sum or any part thereof, 
either by express reference thereto or by reference generally to sums due 
upon assurances, whether such disposition or charge shall have been made 
by deed, will, or codicil, or by any other instrument in writing.’’ ‘‘ And 
in case there shall not be any nomination duly registered, nor any such 
disposition or charge as aforesaid existing in respect of the sum assured 
when due, or so far as no such nomination and no such disposition or 
charge shall extend, such sum shall be paid to the widow of the assurer, 
the assurer being a male or if he shall not leave a widow, then to 
the child or children of the assurer living at his death, if more than one, 
in equal shares, and if only one the whole to such one, and if there shall 
be no such child then to the executors, administrators, or 
assigns of the assurer.’’ By his will, dated October 4, 1889, testator, 
under certain powers contained in his marriage settlements, appointed all 
the funds subject thereto, and devised and bequeathed all his residuary 
real and personal estate upon trust as to one-fourth part for each of his three 
daughters, and as to the remaining one-fourth part, except so much thereof 
as shall form part of the property subject to the said marriage settlements, 
for the widow and children of his deceased son as therein mentioned, 
and as to the remaining unappointed fourth share of the property subject 
to the marriage settlements for the children of his deceased son as therein 
mentioned. ‘The testator survived his wife and died in July, 1890, having 
never made any nomination, disposition, or charge affecting the said 
policy, unless the disposition of his residuary estate by his will as above 
set out was such a disposition. The plaintiffs were the only children of 
the testator who survived him ro the executors of his will. The 
defendants were the widow and three children of testator’s deceased son. 
A sum of £982 had been paid to the plaintiffs as representing the policy 
moneys. 
Nortu, J.—There is no doubt this case is covered by authority. If the 
assured had left no widow or child, then the policy would have been his 
own, and would have belonged to his executors, and so far as he had not 
deprived himself of it would have belonged to his estate. But here it is 
clear he has made a legal contract that it should belong to his widow, 
or in default to his children, if he did not resort to modes of disposition 
to which he has not resorted. It is said the contract is not legal, that is, 
against public policy, as tending to defeat creditors; but it does not do so. 
He might have charged it with the payment of his debts in his lifetime, 
or by his will have given it to his executors or made a residuary bequest 
adding words referring to this policy, or made a general reference to sums 
due upon assurance ; and even if it were void against the creditors, there 
are no creditors here, and it will stand as against persons claiming under the 
testator’s will. His lordship then referred to the cases of Phillips v. Cay- 
ley (43 Ch. D. 222), Ashby v. Costin (21 Q. B. D. 401), and Murray v. Flavell 
(25 Ch. D. 89) in support of his view, and said that as on the construction 
of the will there was no reference to the policy or the money insured, the 
contract was effective to make the three children, the plaintiffs, entitled to 
the policy moneys.—Counset, Eve; Bardswell, Soxrcrrors, Shaw, Tremele 
len, § Kirkman, for S. Ward, Dudley; Brown § Belfield. 
Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law.| 


Winding-up Cases. 


Re GREAT KRUGER GOLD MINING CO. (LIM.), Ex parte F. 8. BARNARD 
—Vaughan Williams, J., 30th June. 

EXAMINATION ovr Wrrness—Comranres (Winpina-vp) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vict, c, 63), s. 8—Companres Winpinc-vp Russ, 1890, rx. 71, 74-6— 
AvpraL ny Witness rrom Orpen. 

This was a motion on behalf of F. 8. Barnard that an order for his 
examination, made by North, J., under section 8 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, on an er parte application, might be discharged, 
on the ground that his order was not a valid order under the section. 
by section 8 (1), after a winding-up order, the official receiver shall 
submit a preliminary report to the court as to () “whether, in his 
opinion, further inquiry is desirable as to any matter relating to the 


exculpated from any charges made or suggested against him,’’ the court 
may allow him costs at its discretion (section 8 (7)). It was contended on 
Barnard’s behaif that, on the face of the order, he did not fall within 
any of the classes of persons who may be ordered to attend under section 
8 (3), and that the proper steps, which were said to be conditions pre- 
cedent to making the order, had not been taken. It was said in particular 
that the order ought not to have been made on the preliminary report, 
seztion 8 (3) referring back to section 8 (2), and that the report ought to 
shew that a person ordered to be examined is within the section, whereas 
’s name did not so much as appear in either preliminary or 
further report. Section 115 of the Act of 1862, and the judgment of 
Bowen, L.J., in Re North Australian Territory Co. (38 W. R. 561, 45 Ch. D. 
87), were referred to, and rules 70-76 of the Companies Winding-up 
Rules, 1890. 
Vaveuan Wriurams, J., observed that, whether the proper steps had 
been taken to get the order or not, such steps could be taken now. The 
questions raised were, however, of great general importance. What steps 
were to. be taken before an order for examination was made, and who was 
entitled to object to such an order? In his opinion the applicant was not 
entitled so to do under the circumstances. His lordship said that there was 
a great difference between section 115 of the Act of 1862, and section 8 of 
the Act of 1890, the former had for its object the information of the court 
on matters as to which it had no information; the court might, therefore, 
issue a subpena under section 115 on mere suspicion that information 
would be obtained, but no order should be made uader section 8 withouta 
prima facie case being made out. But neither section gave any right to an 
order to anyone. The making of such an order was the act of the court, 
the examination was the examination of the court, and no one had a right 
to object to the court’s exercise of its discretion as wrongful. His lordship 
did not mean that no one might object that there was no jurisdiction to 
exercise the discretion, or that to make the order would be oppressive 
under the circumstances. He referred to Re Gold Co. (27 W. R. 757, 12 
Ch. D. 77), in which he doubted whether the judgments, as had been 
alleged, went too far on the question of the locus standi of a person asking 
the court to discharge a suhbpena under section 115, and also to Heiron’s 
case (15 Ch. D. 139, 29 W. R. Dig. 45) and Re Imperial Continental Water 
Corporation (33 Ch. D. 314, 35 W. R. Dig. 46). But no one had a right to 
come and say that on the balance of the facts stated in the official 
receiver's report the court should not have exercise1 its discretion as it 
did. The report need not state ali the matters catalogued in section 8 (2), 
and, as it stood, stated matters so relevant to the matter in hand as to give 
the court jurisdiction to examine anyone it thought fit. His lordship did 
not accept the view that the report must be in the nature of an indictment 
of the examinee. The learned judge meant to lay down this rule, how- 
ever, with regard to his exercise of the court’s discretion—viz., that, if in 
the report nothing appeared to shew that the person to be examined had 
had anything to do with the promotion or formation of the company or 
other things mentioned in section 8, the order would not be made. He did 
not discharge this order, but would direct a further supplemental report 
to be made, and, until that was presented, the examination must be 
adjourned. His lordship ey stayed the examination for a week 
(Barnard undertaking to attend when required), to enable Barnard to 
appeal, without prejudice however to any application by the official receiver 
for a fresh order on his further report, but dismissed the application with 
costs.—Counset, Farwell, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods; M. Muir Mackenzie. 
Soutcrrors, Michael Abrahams, Sons, § Co. ; Slark § Metcalfe. 
‘Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re KRASNAPOLSKY RESTAURANT AND WINTER GARDEN CO. 
(LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 2nd July. 

Discretion or Covrt—Rieut to Wixpinc-vr ORDER BX DERITO JUSTITLE 

—Compantes (Winpine-vr) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 68). 


This was a creditors’ petition for the compulsory winding up of this 
company. It was said on behalf of the company that there would be 
nothing left for unsecured creditors after payment of debenture-holders, 
and it was contended, on the authority of Re Chapel House Coiliery Co. (31 
W. R. 933, 24 Ch. D. 259), that the order ought not to be made, and 
this contention was supported by holders of second debentures of the 
company. Re Olathe Silver Mining Co. (33 W. R. 12, 27 Ch. D. 278) 
was also referred to. 

Vavouan Wiiuiams, J., made a compulsory order. His lordship said 
that, apart from the Act of 1890, a creditor who proved the existence of 
the proper conditions precedent, was primd facie entitled to his order. The 
rule Goll bean laid down by such authorities as Lord Cranworth and Lord 
Selborne. Re Chapel House Colliery Co. only shewed that the rule was 





promotion, formation, or failure of the company, . . .”; by section 8 
(2) he “‘may also, if he thinks fit, make a further report, or further 
reports, stating the manner in which the company was formed, and 
whether, in his opinion, any fraud has been committed by any person in 
the promotion or formation of the company, or by any director or other 
officer of the company, in relation to the company since the formation 
thereof, and any other matters which, in his opinion, it is desirable to 
bring to the notice of the court’; and by section 8 (3) “ the court may, 


subject to an exception when parties opposing a creditors’ petition satisfy 
the court that the T tiioning creditors cannot get any possible benefit by 
an order, @ furtiori when a majority of creditors oppose. The court was 
not satisfied that there were no assets here, and the opposition to the 
petition failed. Moreover, since the Act of 1890, if it was shewn that in- 
vestigation was likely to help the petitioning creditor, that was enough. 
Investigation was itself an advantage to unsecured — . Beco 

is P 





after consideration of any such report, direct that any person who has | interest, according to his lordship’s view, the Act was passed, 
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- gave the petitioning creditor his costs.—CounsrL, Kufus Isaacs; W. E. 
Vernon; W. F. Hamilton. Soutcrrors, £. S. Coulson; Ashurst, Morris, 
Crisp, ¢ Co.; John Vernon, Son, § Co. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re NEW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORATION (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
5th July. 


Perrrion—VotunTaRy WINDING tPp—SUPERVISION OR WINDING-UP ORDER— 
ADVERTISEMENT— WisHEs oF CrepIToRs—Companies (WiNnpING-UP) Act, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63). 


Two petitions were presented for the winding up of this compaay, one 
by the company and the other by creditors. Subsequently resolutions 
were duly passed for a voluntary winding up, and a supervision order was 
now asked for on behalf of the company. It appeared that the company 
was incorporated in 1884, its objects being generally to carry on a banking 
business in London or in the East, sucn objects being more particularly 
defined by a special Act of Parliament passed in 1889. The nominal 
capital was £2,000,000, divided into £10 shares, but only 59,800 of the 
shares had been issued, on which, however, everything was paid up. The 
company’s petition was supported by holders of 550 shares and by credi- 
tors for a large amount. It was said that all persons interested seemed 
desirous of a supervision order. 

Vavenan Wirams, J., said he was aware that it had been the practice 
of the Chancery Division, where the petitioners and the creditors and 
contributories desired a supervision order, to make such an order. But 
that practice was mainly founded on decisions pronounced prior to the 
Companies (Winding-~p) Act, 1890. Since then, having regard to the 
fact that the object of the Legislature was that creditors and contributories 
should have a special protection under a compulsory winding-up order 
which they had not enjoyed before, the making of a supervision order was 
not now, under such circumstances, so much a matter of course as 
formerly. The petitions, as presented and advertised, asked for a com- 
pulsory order, and there might be many people who thought that, on such 
an order being asked for, it would be granted. As they did not know 
that at the hearing a mere supervision order would be asked for, his lord- 
ship thought the proper course was to adjourn the matter for a week. 
The protection of the Board of Trade was only present when a compul- 
sory order had been made, and creditors and contributories should have 
an opportunity of coming forward if they desired such an order. The 
petitions must both stand over for a week, and in the meantime advertise- 
ments must be issued stating that at the hearing a supervision order would 
be asked for. 

At the further hearing of the case only one creditor, a depositor 
in the bank, opposed a supervision order. He appeared in person, 
and asked that a compulsory order might be made, alleging mis- 
management and other grounds, and attempting to support his case by 
statements which his lordship declined to hear without affidavits. His 
lordship made the usual supervision order on both petitions, pointing out 
that the applicant would not be prevented thereby from presenting a peti- 
tion for a compulsory order.—Covtnset, Robinson, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; 
Phipson Beale, Q.C., and Ashworth James; Vernon R. Smith ; George Law- 
renceand Harman. Souictrors, Hollams, Son, Coward, §& Hawksley ; Day, 
Russell, & Co. ; Badham § Williams ; Sutton, Ommanney, § Rendall. 

[Reported by J. F. Warzy, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
CARLILL v. THE CARBOLIC SMOKE BALL CO.—4th July. 


Contaact—Promise To PAY MONEY ON THE HAPPENING OF AN EVENT SUBJECT 
To CONDITIONS WHICH ARE PULFILLED—CONSIDERATION—WAGERING Con- 
TRACT—AGREEMENT STAMP—INSURANCE. 


In November, 1891, the defendants published in a newspaper an adver- 
tisement by which they promised to pay £100 to any persou who should 
catch the disease “‘ influenza’’ after having purchased and used, according 
to certain instructions, their ‘‘ carbolic smoke ball” three times daily for 
two weeks. The plaintiff, acting on the faith of the advertisement, pur- 
chased one of the smoke balls and used it three times daily for the pre- 
scribed period and according to the instructions. She afterwards caught 
the influenza, and, the defendants refusing to pay her the £100, brought 
this action claiming that sum. ‘The defendants denied the existence of a 
contract between them and the plaintiff, and also pleaded that if a con- 
tract existed it was a wagering contract and therefore void, or that the 
advertisement was an offer to insure, and that no contract of insurance 
had been made conformably to the provisions of 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, 8. 2. 

Hawxrss, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said: Four ques- 

wire consideration in determining this case. (1) Was there 





a contract of any kind between the parties to this action? (2) Was such 
contract (if any) wholly or partly in writing so as to require a stamp? (3) | 
Was the contract a wagering contract? (4) Was it a contract of insur- | 
ance affected by 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, 8.2% As regards the first question I am | 
of opinion that the offer or proposal in the advertisement, coupled with 
the performance by the plaintiff of the conditions, created a contract on 
the part of the defendants to pay the £100 on the happening of the event 
mentioned in the proposal. If the vendor of an article, whether | 
it be medicine, smoke, or anything else, with a view to increase its sale or 
use, thinks fit to promise to all who buy or use it that to those who shall 
not find it as surely efficacious as it is represented by him to be he will 


a substantial sum of money, he must not be surprised if occasionally | effected on the life of the late 8 


July 9, 1892. 
of £100 ‘‘ reward,” but the substance of the offer is to pay the named sum 
as compensation for the failure of the article to produce the guaranteed 
effect after two weeks daily use as directed. Such daily use was 
sufficient legal consideration to support the promise. If autho. 
rity were needed to confirm the view I have taken it is furnished 
by the case of Williams v. Carwardine (4 B. & Ad. 621). The ques. 
tion of the stamp depends upon the language of the Stamp Act, 
1891, which requires ‘‘an agreement or any memorandum of an 
agreement under hand only, whether the same be only evidence of a 
contract, or obligatory upon the parties fron its being a written instru- 
ment ’’ to be duly stamped. Whether a written or printed document falls 
within this requirement depends upon its character at the time it was 
committed to writing or printed and issued. If at that time no concluded 
contract had been arrived at by the contracting parties, it certainly could 
not in any sense be treated as an agreement, nor could it be treated as a 
memorandum of an agreement, for there could be no memorandum of 
an agreement which had no existence. The mere fact that a document 
may assist in proving a contract does not render it chargeable with stamp 
duty. Itis only so chargeable when the document amounts to an agree. 
ment of itself or to a memorandum of an agreement already made. A 
mere proposal or offer, until accepted, amounts to nothing. If accepted 
in writing, the offer and acceptance together amount to an agreement; 
but if accepted by parol, such acceptance does not convert the offer into 
an agreement, nor into a memorandum of an agreement, unless, indeed, 
after the acceptance, something is said or done by the parties to indicate 
that, in the future, it is to be so considered (see Edgar v. Blick, 1 Starkie, 
464; Chaplin v. Clarke, 4 Ex. 403; Hudspeth v. Yarnold, 9 C. B. 625; and 
Clay v. Crofts, 20 L. J. Ex. 361). I think, for the reasons I have given, 
supported by authority, that the advertisement does not require to be 
stamped. Neither do I think that this was a contract by way of gaming 
or wagering within the meaning of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, which renders such 
contracts null and void, and therefore not enforceable by action. Accord- 
ing to my view, a wagering contract is one by which two persons, pro- 
fessing to hold opposite views touching the issue of a future uncertain 
event, mutually agree that, dependent on the determination of that 
event, one shall win from the other, and that other shall pay or hand 
over to him, asum of money or other stake, neither of the contracting 
parties having any other interest in that contract than the sum or 
stake he will so win or lose, there being no other real consideration 
for the making of such contract by either of the parties. It is essen- 
tial to a wagering contract that each party may under it either win 
or lose, whether he will win or lose being dependent on, and there- 
fore remaining uncertain until, the issue of the event is known. If 
either of the parties may win but cannot lose, or may lose but cannot win, 
it is not a wagering contract. It is also essential that there should be 
mutuality in the contract. For instance, if the evidence of the contract 
is such as to make the intentions of the parties material in the considera- 
tion of the question whether it is a wagering contract or not, and those 
intentions are at variance, those of one party being such as if agreed in by 
the other would make the contract a wagering one, whilst those of the 
other would prevent it from becoming so, this want of mutuality would 
destroy the wagering element of the contract, and would leave it euforce- 
able by law as an ordinary one (see Grizewood v. Blane, 11 C. B. 526; 
Thacker v. Hardy, 4 Q. B. D. 685; Blaxton v. Pye, 2 Wils. 309). One 
other matter ought to be mentioned—namely, that in construing a contract 
with a view to determining whether it is a wagering one or not, the court 
will receive evidence in order to arrive at the substance of it, and will not 
confine its attention to the mere words in which it is expressed; for a 
wagering contract may be, and sometimes is, concealed under the guise of 
language which, on the face of it, if words only were to be considered, 
might constitute a legally enforceable contract. Such was the case in 
Brogden v. Marriott (3 Bing. N. C. 88). In the present case an essential 
element to a wagering contract is absent. The event on which the defend- 
ants promised to pay the £100 depended upon contracting the epidemic 
influenza after using the ball, but on the happening of that event the 
plaintiff alone could derive benefit. On the other hand, if that event did 
not happen, the defendants could gain nothing. I am clearly of opinion 
that this was not a wagering contract. With regard to the provision in 
14 Geo. 3, c. 48,8. 2, for the insertion in policies of insurance of the 
names of the persons interested therein, it seems to me that the simple 
answer to the objection is, that the section relates only toja policy which is 
a written document, and cannot apply to a contract like the present. I do 
not find it necessary to discuss the question whether this contract amounts 
to one of insurance (see the definition of such a contract per Blackburn, J., 
in Wilson v. Jones, Lu. R. 2 Ex., at p. 150), my present opinion is that: it 
does not amount to such a contract. It follows that the plaintiff is 
entitled to recover the £100. Judgment for the plaintiff, for £100 with 
costs.—CounseL, Murphy, Q.C., and W. Graham; Asquith, Q.C., and 
Lochnis. Soxrcrrons, Field, Roscoe, & Co. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Diu, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte CLARKE, Rec BURR—Q. B. Div., 29th June. 
Bankruptcy —Proor—Securgep Crepirorn—Omission To state Securtry— 
Scureenper—Apriication to WitupraAw—Proor MAvE BY INADVERTENCE 
—Bankarvrtcy Act, 1883, Scuepute 2, Rute 10. 
This was an eee by the trustee in the bankruptcy for an order 


declaring him to be entitled to the proceeds of a certain policy of insurance 
I Richard Mansel with the Atlas Lafe 
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he is held to his promise. 1 notice that in the preseyt cave the promise is | Insurance Company for £4,000. The respondent to the motion was Mr 
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Charles Norton, solicitor, of Swansea, who in 1885 agreed to sell to the 
bankrupt, Arthur Burr, the policy in question for £3,300. The purchase- 
money was not paid, and in 1890 an action was commenced by Mr. Norton 
against Burr for specific performance, which was tried on the 4th of 
August, 1891, with the result that the decree asked for was made, that 
on Mr. Nortou executing an assignment of the policy the purchase-money 
should be paid, thus reserving to him his unpaid vendor’s lien. On 
the 10th of August, 1891, a receiving order was made against Burr, 
and in September a proof was lodged by Mr. Norton against the estate for 
£3,300, bemg the amount of the purchase-money of the policy of 
insurance, but he did not state that he held any security. Rule 10 of the 
ist Schedule to the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that ‘‘ for the purpose 
of voting, a secured creditor shall, unless he surrenders his security, state 
in his proof the particulars of his security, the date when it was given, and 
the value at which he assesses it, and shall be entitled to vote only in 
respect of the balance (if any) due to him after deducting the value of his 
security. If he votes in respect of his whole debt he shall be deemed to 
have surrendered his security unless the court on application is satisfied 
that the omission to value the security has arisen from inadvertence.’ 
Mr. Norton voted in respect of his proof on two occasions, in October and 
November, 1891, and the trustee now submitted that he had elected to 
give up his security, and that the court should declare that the trustee was 
entitled to the proceeds of the policy, Sir Richard Mansel having died on 
the 2nd of June last. On behalf of Mr. Norton it was contended that 
there was really no debt in existence when the proof was made ; that Mr. 
Norton was not a secured creditor; and that in any event he should be 
permitted to withdraw his proof as having been made by inadvertence. 
VaucuHan Witurams, J., said that the court would first deal with the 
matter before it on the basis of things as they stood at the time when the 
motion was made. In September, 1891, shortly after the making of the 
receiving order against the bankrupt, Mr. Norton swore this proof in 
which he gave no credit for any security held by him. The question arose, 
therefore, first, whether the policy of insurance, the subject-matter of the 
sale by Mr. Norton to Burr, was security within the meaning of the 
jankruptcy Act, 1883, and the definition contained in section 168 of that 
Act. Assuming that there was a debt due, which for purposes of this 
part of the judgment the court did assume, it was of opinion that Mr. 
Norton was a secured creditor. The definition of a secured creditor in 
section 168 was ‘‘a person holding a mortgage, charge, or lien on the 
property of the debtor, or any part thereof, as a security for a debt due to 
him from the debtor.” Assuming that there was a debt due from the 
debtor to Mr. Norton, and that that debt was properly described in the 
proof, the court could not doubt that Mr. Norton was a secured creditor 
within the section. The debt due to Mr. Norton was a debt which could 
only be due to him if he had parted with the property, and the moment 
Mr. Norton proved for that debt he could not be allowed to say that the 
property in the policy had not passed to Mr. Burr or his trustee. The 
policy must, for the purpose of the proof, be treated as part of the property 
of the debtor. But it was said that although that part of the definition 
might be complied with: in so far that the policy must be treated as the 
property of the debtor, yet the definition was not complied with, because 
no debt was due: from the debtor to Mr. Norton. The court was of 
opinion that, for the purpose of the proof, there was a debt due. It was 
true that the judgment in the action did not strictly create any such debt, 
and the court agreed that even after the judgment Mr. Norton was not in 
a position to sue for the price of the property unless and until he had 
executed an assignment to the purchaser. The purchaser was not bound 
under the judgment to pay except in exchange for the assignment. The 
judgment did not alter the contractual rights of the parties, but was for 
the purpose of carrying out their rights under the contract, and under the 
contract Mr. Norton could not have recovered the price unless he executed 
an assignment to the purchaser of the policy. But that was a right of the 
purchaser, and a right which the purchaser could waive if he chose. The 
purchaser could not have been made to pay the money until he got the 
assignment, but the court was of opinion that Mr. Burr or his trustee 
could, if they chose, acknowledge an immediate liability to pay the price. 
Mr. Norton came alleging a debt due for the price of the property. The 
trustee might have said that he rejected the proof and that there was no 
liability for the price of the property. But the trustee did not do so, and was 
content to acknowledge the liability for the price, and have it treated as an 
immediate debt. The trustee had a right to do that. Mr. Norton could 
not at the same time prove for the price and deny that the property had 
passed. But he had alien as unpaid vendor on the property, and, that 
being so, if he meant to retain the benefit of the security, the proof ought 
to have said that he had as security the policy, the subject-matter of the 
sale. He would then have had to put an estimate on the security or 
surrender it, but he did neither, and the contention that Mr. Norton was 
not a secured creditor must fail. If there was nothing else in the case, 
therefore, Mr. Norton, having proved without valuing, would, under tie 
present law, be bound to give up his security. But, at the last moment, 
Mr. Norton now said that he wished to withdraw his proof as having been 
made under a misapprehension. Mr. Norton must be deemed to have 
surrendered his security, unless he satisfied the court that his omission to 
do so arose from inadvertence. As a general principle, the court was of 
opinion that the meaning of the rule was that a debtor who had voted and 
omitted to value his security ought always to be allowed to withdraw his 
proof and to be relieved from being deemed to have surrendered his 
security, unless he had elected really to abandon his security—that was, 
unless he omitted to do that which he did omit deliberately and on 
purpose. If it was done accidentally, he ought, on such terms as the 
court might think fit to impose, be relieved from the loss of his security. 
The — was one of considerable difficulty in the present case; but, 
considering all the circumstances, and especially certain letters which had 





been produced, the court came to the conclusion that Mr. Norton did make 
the proof by inadvertence. Mr. Norton could, however, only be allowed 
to withdraw his proof on the terms that he should pay the whole of the 
trustee’s costs on the motion, and also the costs of his own motion for 
leave to withdraw.—Counse., Herbert Reed ; W. Willis, Q.C., and Carrington. 
Souicrrors, W. Stopher ; H. Fereday. 

[Reported by C. F. Morrett, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Ex parte HUGHES AND OTHERS, Re HOWES—No. 1, lst July. 


Banxruprcy—Bankruptcy Notice—‘‘ In acconDANCE WITH JUDGMENT ’?— 
Action By TrusTEEs—Namgs or TRUSTEES OMITTED FRoM NoticeE—Bank- 
Ruptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, suB-secTion 1 (a). 

This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court (ante, p. 507) 
affirming an order of the registrar of the Stafford County Court, setting 
aside a bankruptcy notice. The debtor was one of the defendants in an 
action by the trustees of a charity for damages for breach of covenant to 
repair contained in a lease. The writ was issued on November 5, 1889, 
in the names of A., B., C., and D., as plaintiffs. On April 24, 1889, inter- 
locutory judgment was signed for want of defence, and on August 11, 
1889, final judgment was signed for £156 lls. 4d. The judgment was in 
the name of ‘‘ A. and others,” B., C., and D. not being specifically men- 
tioned. On January 22, 1892, a bankruptcy notice was issued against the 
debtor in the name of “‘ A. and others,’’ without mentioning B., C., and 
D. by name, but adding the words “‘ trustees of ’’ the charity in question. 
The registrar of the Stafford County Court set aside the bankruptcy 
notice, and the Divisional Court upheld his decision. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, IER., said that the appeal must be dismissed because the 
bankruptcy notice did not follow the terms of the judgment, but had 
added to it the words “‘ trustees of’’ the charity. Although these words 
might perhaps in law be regarded as surplusage, yet in truth they altered 
the character of the creditors so as to be liable to cause confusion to the 
debtor. ‘The Act required the notice to be in the terms of the judgment, 
and this notice did not comply with that requirement. 

Bowen, L.J., said that the addition of the words ‘‘ trustees of,’’ &c , in 
the bankruptcy notice must either be taken cognizance of or not. If it 
was, then the notice varied from the judgment. If the additional words 
were rejected, then the notice was in the terms of the judgment; but 
could a notice to pay ‘‘ A. and others’ be a good notice? It contained 
no information as to who the ‘‘ others’? were. Such a notice might be 
most oppressive, as the bankruptcy law was of a penal character. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnset, Muir 
Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed. Sorrcrrons, Phipps § Watiins, for A. Phipps, 
Northampton; A. C. Doyle, for F. W. Thompson, Stafford. 

[Reported by F. O, Ronixsoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ex parte SCOTT, Re SCOTT—Q. B. Div., 28th June. 


Banxrurrey — Soricrrorn — Possession TAKEN BY Trustee or Banxrvpt’s 
Booxs AND Papers—PrRopPerRTY HELD RY Bankrupt IN TRust—APPLica- 
TION TO DELIVER UP. 

This was an application by the bankrupt, who was a solicitor, for an 
order upon the trustee to deliver up certain books, papers, and documents 
which the bankrupt had had in his possession as trustee for other persons, 
and also certain papers and documents which had come into his possession 
in his profession as a solicitor, and over which he had no lien. On the 
bankruptcy taking place the books and documents now claimed were taken 
possession of by the trustee, together with the other articles in the bank- 
rupt’s office, and it was stated that the parties to whom they belonged 
were now applying to the bankrupt for them, and that he had also need of 
certain of the documents in his business since the bankruptcy. ‘The claim 
was not really opposed by the trustee, but before handing the documents 
over he desired to have the order and sanction of the court. The trustee 
did not appear on the present application. 

Vavenan Writs, J., said that the trustee was, of course, not bound 
to instruct counsel, but having taken up the position that he did not desire 
to give > these documents without the sanction of the court, his clear and 
obvious duty was to be present. The court would not make any order to 
sanction the trustee giving back to the bankrupt books kept by the bank- 
rupt for the purposes of his business. It was said that the books and docu- 
ments here were really the property of third parties. The court would 
therefore make an order, not, however, in the exact terms of the notice of 
motion, but containing this addition—that nothing in the order should 
extend to any book or document which was the property of the bankrupt 
or was kept by him for the purpose of his business.—Covnsst, Black, 
Sorrcrror, J. Scott. 

[Reported by C. F. Morareut, Barrister-at-Law. | 


—=— 


The Zimes says that probate duty has been paid on £207,969 13s, 2d., as 
the net value of the personal estate of Mr. Edward Kent Karslake, Q.C., 
a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, who died on the 31st of May last, aged sixty- 
nine years. 

Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams announced on the 2nd inst. that he 
would sit for winding-up business on Thursday and Friday last, and, if 
necessary, on Saturday also, but not again till July 23 (commission day at 
Liverpool Assizes). In the meantime urgent winding-up business would 
be taken by Lord Justice A. L. Smith, 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

We continue (from page 612) our extracts from the report of the council 
for the present year :— 

Corporation Bills—At the opening of the present session of Parliament 
three Bills were introduced for the improvement of towns—viz.: Bourne- 
mouth improvement, Middlesborough Corporation, Blackpool Improve- 
ment. Each of these Bills contained a clause which in effect empowered 
the corporation to entrust the conduct of their legal business to the town 
clerk, or any authorized officer of the corporation. The council, as they had 
previously done, addressed a communication to the Secretary of State for 
the Home Department, pointing out the strong objections entertained by 
the profession to such a power being conferred. They admitted that, in 
certain public Acts of Parliament, provisions of a similar character had 
been sanctioned by the Legislature, but they pointed out that such pro- 
visions were regarded with the utmost disfavour, and they deprecated the 
extension of the power to Acts of Parliament of a local character. The 
Secretary of State, in acknowledging this communication, was good enough 
to say that the views of the society would be represented to the committee 
to which these Bills would be referred. As there seemed to be no dis- 
position on the part of the promoters of these Bills to give way, the 
council, in the interests of the profession, thought it right to oppose the 
Bills, and they accordingly presented petitions against the clauses in 
question. The Secretary of State has been good enough to forward to the 
society the report made by him upon two of the Bills, in which the com- 
munications addressed to him by Mr. Cunliffe, president in 1891, are set 
forth. The Secretary of State reports that, in his opinion, the clauses 
should not be allowed unless the promoters can shew that the existing law 
has given rise to serious difficulty or inconvenience. The council are glad 
to be able to state that the objectionable clause has been withdrawn in the 
ease of the Bournemouth Bill. In the case of the Middlesborough Bill, 
the promoters having declined to withdraw the clause, counsel were 
instructed te appear for the society in opposition to it, and after discussion 
the clause was modified so as to confine the power sought to be taken 
simply to applications to a court of summary jurisdiction, in cases arising 
un the Municipal Corporations Acts, or any special Act of the cor- 
poration, or any general Act adopted by them. This got rid of that 
objectionable feature of the clause which would have conferred a power on 
the town clerk and his officers to act generally in legal business for the 
corporation. The promoters of the Bill disclaimed any idea of acting in 
the manner objected to; but it was pointed out that, however that may 
be, the council could not accept such an assurance, and saw no necessity 
for so wide and objectionable a power being conferred by Act of Parlia- 
ment. The council were subsequently approached by the promoters of 
the Bill with a view to get the power enlarged so as to extend it to appli- 
cations under other Acts that may be applicable to the corporetion; but 
the council, feeling that the powers which the promoters had already 
obtained were too wide, strenuously objected to any extension being 
granted, and, consequently, the attempt was not proceeded with. A 
similar clause to that ugreed to with the promoters of the Mid:llesborough 
Bill has been inserted in the Blackpool Bill, and the petition against the 
original clause has therefore been withdrawn. 

Post Office Act Amendment Act, 1891.—This Bill, when introduced into 
the House of Commons last year, contained a clause which empowered the 
Postmaster-General to appoint any person, whether qualified or not, to 
transact legal business on behalf of the Post Office. The council com- 
municated with the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., and Sir Albert 
Rollit, M.P., on the subject, and, owing to representations made by them 
to the Postmaster-General, the objectionable clause was omitted. 

Sale of Goods Bill, 1892.—This Bill is practically the same as the Bills 
re on by the council in the years 1890 and 1891, with amendments 
which have been made to meet various suggestions. Assuming the codifi- 
cation of the law relating to the sale of goods to be desirable, the provi- 
sions of the Bill have, no doubt, been carefully settled in accordance with 
the law, and the council did not think it would be useful to offer any 
criticisms upon the language used, which, as a whole, seemed to be accu- 
rate and exact. There was, however, one point to which the council called 
attention, having reference to sub-section 2 of section 25, which is designed 
to alter the law as declared by the House of Lords in Bentley v. Vilmont 
(L. R. 12 App. Cas. 471). Inasmuch as, apart from that decision, the 
owner of the goods obtained by fraud would have at law the right to 
recover such goods, except as against a purchaser for value, it was con- 
sidered that it would be well, in order to obviate the possibility that the 
sub-section referred to might be supposed to have affected the common 
law right also, to provide that the enactment mentioned should not affect 
any right which such person may otherwise possess to recover such goods. 
This <_< has been adopted by Lord Herschell, who has charge of 
the Bill. In March last the council took into consideration a letter from 
the Faculty of Procurators, Glasgow, suggesting that this society should 
co-operate with them in endeavouring to procure the assimilation, as far 
as possible, of the laws of the United Kingdom with reference to the sale 








bility of an adverse decision in a court of law. The principal amendments 
embodied in the Bill p gt of (1) Making a bill of sale complyi 
with the provisions of the 1892 Bill essential to the validity of every dis. 
position of goods unaccompanied by a transfer of possession. (2) Bring. 
ing unregistered debentures, &c., of companies into the category of dispo. 
sitions requiring to be evidenced by a bill of sale. (3) (apparently) Beall 
ing the transaction void in case of non-renewal of registration. (4) Limiting 
the stereotyped form of bill of sale to sums under £500. (5) Rendering a 
bill of sale as security for money void, even as against the grantor, as to 
goods not specifically described in the schedule to the bill of sale, and perha 
also rendering such a bill of sale void in respect of after-acquired goods, 
(6) Making a bill of sale as security for money, which succeeds in escaping 
the clutches of the Bankruptcy Acts, only a good security for principal 
and interest at a rate not exceeding five per cent. as against the trustee in 
bankruptcy. The council urged that the advantages of amendment should 
be very great to counterbalance the disadvantages of a fresh course of liti- 
gation which would inevitably follow the passing of any such Bill as the 
1892 Bill. The existing law on bills of sale is now, as has been already 
observed, fairly well defined ; it has practically crystallized. The chief 
objectious to the existing law as expounded by judicial decision appear to 
be, not that it avoids instruments instead of transactions, but that (1) by 
multiplication of technicalities it involves an expense in most cases en- 
tirely disproportionate to the object in view, which, while rendering the 
security doubtful, raises the rate of interest to the borrower. (2) It excludes 
after-acquired goods from a bill of sale as security formoney. (3) It has no 
application to purchase-and-hire agreements. (4) It does not apply to deben- 
tures, &c., although not registered under the various Company and other Acts. 
Of these objections, by far the weightiest is the first. The present Bill does 
not touch this objection, neither has it any useful bearing on the second. 
Tt might be held to apply to the third, and the fourth only does it really 
remove. It is submitted, therefore, that the Bill as drawn confers no 
advantages which can in any way compare with the disadvantage of the 
endless vista of litigation involved by making a section aiming at trans- 
actions govern an act which must, for the protection of borrowers, specify 
contracts. The council made suggestions for amendments, and they have 
forwarded their report to the Lord Chancellor and the law officers of the 
Crown, who have promised to give the matter careful consideration. 

Conveyancing Act, 1881, Amendment Bill—The council again considered 
this Bill, and came to the conclusion that they (as a body) would not 
either support or oppose it. The Bill has since been passed in a greatly 
modified form. 

Small Agricultural Holdings Bill.—During the progress of the Bill in the 
House of Commons a new clause was proposed in committee at the last 
moment, requiring the county council, on the sale of a small holding toa 
purchaser under the Act, to apply for his registration as the proprietor 
thereof under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and authorizing rules to be made 
to adapt that Act to the registration of small holdings, with such modifica- 
tions as might appear to be required, and to provide, on the application 
and at the expense of the county council, by the appointment of local 
agents or otherwise, for carrying into effect the objects of the clause. 
This proposal appeared to the council to be most objectionable, as involving 
the principle of compulsory registration under the Land Transfer Act of 
1875, and as an extension of the practice of delegating legislative powers 
to a rule-making authority. It appeared to the council also that, inas- 
much as the county council must necessarily keep a register of small 
holdings for the purpoee of seeing that the conditions of the Act are 
complied with, it would be an unnecessary expenditure of time and money 
to establish another register side by side with it, and further that district 
registries would have to be established with the necessary offices and 
staff, there being none at present. The clause also embodied a pro- 
posal, that upon the application for registration the purchaser should, 
without further inquiry, be registered a proprietor with an absolute title, 
thereby relieving the office of Land Registry of all responsibility for the 
title, although the county council would have to make good any loss that 
may occur through a mistake in the register. Inasmuch as the register 
necessarily to be kept by the county council might readily be made at a 
very trifling cost to serve also the of a register of title and owner- 
ship of small holdings, the council have been unable to see the necessity 
for the introduction of the land transfer system, unless intended to 
further the general introduction of that system. The council addressed a 
communication on the subject to the provincial law societies, and 
made a strong representation to the Government of the objections 
entertained to the proposal. A deputation from the council also waited 
upon the President of the Board of Agriculture, and urged him to adopt 
this system of registration by the county council. ‘The President of the 
Board of Trade and the Attorney-General received the deputation and 
discussed the matter with them, and the Government has since introduced 
into the Bill a provision that the register of the county council shall be 
evidence of the owner’s title. The Attorney-General explaimed that it 
was not intended to establish district branches of the Land Registry 
Office, but that the county council would, on transfersef ownership, satisfy 
themselves of the new owner’s title and enter him as owner ou the 
register, and furnish copies of these entries from time to time to the Land 
Registry Office in London. The rules to carry out this scheme are not yet 





a The council — that they would be happy to co-operate 
them in the object indicated. 
Bills of Sale Bill, 1892.—1n their report upon this Bill the council pointed | 

out that the law on bills of sale may now be enid to be more or 
less accurately defined, but that this result has only been achieved by in- | 
numerable decisions involving enormous expense, and that it should, there- | 
fore, be borne in mind that any alteration of the Acts which this mass of | 
has interpreted would probably result, first, in a fresh series of | 


to soe adhe Acts as altered, and, secondly, in an increased 
rate of interest charged against a borrower as a security against the possi- 





prepared. The council will carefully examine them in draft at the earliest 
opportunity. The objectionable clause is, however, still retained in the 
Bill. 


Agricultural Holdings Bill.—This Bill, to consolidate and amend the laws 
relating to agricultural holdings in England and Wales, although intro- 
duced by private members, with no probability of becoming law in the 
present session of Parliament, contains proposals for the amendment of 
the law which had been much discussed in agricultural circles, and which 
are likely at no distant date to be the subject of legislation, many of which 
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appear to be of doubtful expediency. The council therefore thought it 
desirable to consider the Bill carefully, and adopted a report recording in 
detail their observations and suggestions upon it, which report has been 
communicated to the Board of Agriculture and the law officers of the 
Crown. 

Trusts Bill, 1892.—This Bill, which was last year called the Trustee Bill, 
has been again introduced into the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. 
The object of the Bill of last session, which was passed by the House of 
Lords after revision by the committce to which it had been referred, was 
to consolidate such of the enactments relating to trustees as were capable 
of being conveniently grouped in a general Act; and no alterations of law 
were proposed to be made thereby —— such as were necessarily 
incidental to the process of consolidation. The present Bill, however, as 
appears from the memorandum which accompanies it, “‘ supplements the 
Bill of last session by embodying in it the leading rules of equity with 
respect to the duties, powers, rights, and liabilities of trustees, and thus 
providing a code of rules which, without professing to be an exhaustive 
statement of the law, is complete and intelligible in itself.’’ After care- 
fully considering the Bill, the council, while not regarding any ~ of it 
with favour, felt it their duty to express their strong disapproval of those 
portions of it which are avowedly supplementary to the Bill of last session. 
They were of opinion that it is not expedient in the interests of the public 
to crystullize in the shape of a statutory enactment the leading rules of 
equity—rules which, though well known to the legal profession, 
and in practice almost invariably observed by the courts, have 
not hitherto been regarded as being absolutely inflexible; and 
holding this opinion very strongly, they expressed their regret that 
the promoter of the Bill had thought fit to enlarge its scope in 
the direction indicated instead of confining its object to the con- 
solidation, with such amendments as may be expedient, of the existing 
statute law relating to trustees. Even if the Bill, however, had been thus 
limited in its object, the council would still have regarded it with consider- 
able misgiving, as many of the enactments which the Bill proposes to 
repeal or affect have been the subject of litigation, which has settled their 
true construction and meaning; and the council feared that if the Bill 
became law—a Bill which, while virtually re-enacting the provisions of 
those statutes, reproduces them in language which in many instances 
differs considerably from that of the statutes themselves—it would lead to 
doubts as to its meaning and true construction, which could only be 
allayed by fresh litigation. The council having thus recorded their pro- 
test against the general character of the Bill, reported uponits contents in 
detail, clause by clause, pointing out such defects as appeared to them to 
exist in it, and suggesting such amendments as they thought might with 
advantage be made in it. The council reiterated their opinion against 
legislation by rules as being objectionable and inconvenient. It should 
be mentioned that many of the suggestions for amendment made by the 
council in their report upon the Bill of last session have been adopted. 

Public Trustee Bill.—In June, 1891, the council determined to take into 
consideration the whole question of the appointment of a public trustee, 
and on their instructions a draft Bill was drawn, but on consideration it 
was sent back to the draftsman for amendment. In January last the 
provincial law societies were informed that the council had reason to 
believe that the Government intended to introduce early in the session a 
Public Trustee Bill, and that they (the council) had been asked to prepare 
a Bill which would be as little objectionable to solicitors as possible, and 
that they had given instructions for the preparation of such a Bill. The 
council asked each society to send a representative on the 3rd of February 
to assist in the consideration of this important matter. A meeting was 
accordingly held on the date mentioned, and the further consideration of 
the subject was adjourned to the 19th of February, when a resolution was 
passed to the effect that it would not be desirable to place in the hands of 
the Government any Bill for the establishment of a public trustee, however 
limited or guarded, because it would necessarily lead to the inference that 
the profession were favourable to the establishment of a public trustee. 
The council have reprinted a valuable article by Mr. H. W. Challis on this 
subject which appeared in the Soricrrors’ Journat, and have sent copies 
to the sepeinatal aw societies. 

Lunacy Rules.—The council considered the draft rules which were for- 
warded for their consideration by the Lord Chancellor. They pointed out 
that the rules were to a great extent a repetition of those already in force, 
with such additions as have been rendered necessary by the statutory pro- 
vision that the masters may have power to make orders iv certain cases. 
They called attention to rule 107, which provides that the committee of a 
person shall odically render account of his receipts and payments to 
the board of visitors. They urged that no reason existed for such an 
account in the numerous cases where the same person is the committee of 
the estate and of the person. In such cases the committee would already 
be bound to render the account to the masters, and there seemed to be no 
occasion for a duplicate account to be rendered tothe visitors, who have no 
power to give any discharge for or aysproval of the accounts. At the same 
time, it would seem only right that fn certain cases the committee of a 

rson should be directed to render an account, but this should be ren- 

red to the masters, who have agg to deal with it in a satisfactory 
manner, and not to the visitors, who have no such power, and who may 
with the greatest facility obtain any information as to the accounts of the 
estate in each case from the masters. Any regulation by which the depart- 
ment of the visitors should be kept more distinct than it is at present from 
that of the masters is to be deprecated, and the Lunacy Office should be 
treated as a whole, and unofficial communication between the two depart- 
ments should be encouraged. The rule in question would, therefore, tend 
in the wrong direction. ‘The council considered that a provision as to costs 
which appeared in the original draft should be restored in the following 
form, viz. : ‘ Solicitors shall, in matters in which the income of a person 
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to whom any application under the Lunacy Acts, 1890 and 1891, relates 
exceeds £300 per annum, be allowed the fees according to the ‘ higher 
scale,’ and in all other cases the fees according to the ‘lower scale,’ 
appointed by the Rules of the Supreme Court as to costs for the time being 
in force, so far as the same are applicable to such matters.”’ It is with 
=— ’ that the council observe that this suggestion has not been 
opted. 
(To be continued.) 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors held at the Hall of the Iacorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 7th inst., the following being present—viz., 
Messrs. H. E. Nisbet (chairman), S. J. Daw, Sidney Smith, A. Toovey, 
E. W. Williamson, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary), a grant of £30 was 
made to the daughter of a late member, and grants amounting to £40 dis- 
tributed amongst four non-members, and the ordinary general business 
was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the intermediate Examination, held on the 16th of June, 
1892 :— 

Alloway, Frederick Douglas 
Andrews, Alexander Webb Hatch, Frederick George 
Arrowsmith. Robert Henry, B.A. Hawley, Ernest 

Atkinson, Thomas Lovel, B.A., Hayward, Frederick Richard William 

LL.B. Heelis, William 
Aylwin, Charles Herbert Bernard Heller, Ethelbert Ernest 
Bainbridge, Florance Anthony Hepburn, Patrick Henry 
Bairstow, John, B.A. Hilbery, Harry Stanley 


Hall, Thomas Edward 


Barber, Harry Hill, Herbert Woodroffe 
Barnes, Francis Hillman, Hubert James 
Bedford, James Hodson, Albert Edgar 


Holley, Edward 

Hunton, Wensley Barclay 
Ibberson, William 

Ingle, Frank Seaton 
Janson, Halsey 

Johnson, John Arthur 
Jones, Edwin Harold 
Jones, Frederick George 
Jones, John 


Bell, Septimus Shepherd 
Bigg, Charles Sale, B.A. 
Bird, Arthur Lister 
Bradbury, Charles Alfred 
Breton, William Harvey 
Bridge, Richard Henry 
Broad, Herbert Allen 
Bromet, William Ernest, B.A. 
Buckley, Percy Falcon, B.A. 
Burch, Thomas William Jones, John Frederick 

Carr, Edward Chace Jones, Milburn Blome 

Carter, Edmund Sardinson Dashwood Kilby, Harry Cecil 

Cato, Thomas Butler, B.A. Leader, Sydney 

Chadwick, William Leggatt, William 

Chambers, Edward Arthur, B.A. Leonard, Louis Farqubar 
Child, Charles John Mead Lester, Herbert Graham 

Clark, George Frederick Lightfoot, John Prideaux Weston 
Clarke, Charles Noel, B.A. Longden, Gerald Henry 

Claye, Kenneth William Lord, John 

Clayhills, James Menzies Lupton, Robert Octavius 
Clayton, Charles Stephen Mackrell, Joseph Henry 
Clough, Gerard Duncombe Macpherson, Alan, B.A. 

Cole, Frank Middlemiss, William Septimus 
Colegrave, Hubert Millons, George Hogg 
Coleman, Edward Morris, William 

Colt, Henry Shapland, B.A. Morton, James Cathbert 
Cowper, James Johnstone Nee, Michael Edward 

Creech, William Harry Nelson, William George Fraser 
Crossley, Richard William Sutcliffe Neve, Frank Lethbridge 
Crowder, Charles Fairfax, B.A. Oppeuheimer, Albert Martin 
Daley, Wiliiam Conway Overend, Era:mus 

Davies, John Daniel Owen, Owen William, B.A. 
Davies, William Arthur Paterson, George Charles 


Dayrell, Elphinstone Penketh, John Edward 
Doyle, Arthur John Pheasant, Ernest William 
Eddowes, George Rose Platt, Edward 

Edwards, John James Prichard, John Richard 
Eland, George Pomeroy, I 


Porter, Arthur 

Procter, Robert 

Radcliffe, George Herbert, B.A. 
Radford, Charles Fry 

Redfern, 'Tom 

Reed, William 

Richardson, Frederick William 


— may George, B.A. 
Ritson, Vernon Ashley 
Roberts, Charles William 
Roberts, Thomas Charles 
Robinson, Perey James Hall 
Roper, John, B.A. 


Ellison, Henry Blomfield, B.A. 
tnnion, Sidney John 
Fairburn, Arthur Millward 
Ferrier, John Albert Henry 
Flick, Sydney Richard 

Florian, Albert Felix 

Foakes, Ernest Lovell Lindsay 
Fordati, George Basil 
Francomb, John Stanley 

, Arthur Harold 





Grimwade, Harold William Francis 8 


pl, Charles Walby 
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Sampson, Frank 

Saunders, John Gower 
Scott, Roderick Mackenzie 
Sharman, Frederick 
Shuttleworth, Edwin 

Slack, William Jeremy 
Slaughter, Edward Joseph 
Smith, Adrian Arthur 
Smith, George Herbert, B.A. 
Smith, John Herbert, B.A. 
Sterry, Percival 

Steward, Russell Godfrey 
Stewart, John Fairbairn 
Stokes, Arthur John Lawley 
Sutton, Frank Lindsay 
Sutton, George Frederick, B.A. 
Talbot, Arthur Bass 

Tebbs, Henry Nelson 
Terrell, James 


Thomas, Frank Morgan 
Thompson, Fre 

Tilley, John Herbert 

Turnbull, Sydney Peverill, B.A. 
Turner, James Vincent 

Walford, Hugh Selwyn, B.A. 
Walker, Edward Talfourd 
Waterlow, William Alfred 

Watson, Ludwig Henry Cradock 
Welch, Arthur 

Wheeler, Thomas William Ogle, B.A. 
Whetham, Austen 

White, Douglas, B.A. 

Wilkins, Bernard Robert 

Wilson, Bertie 

Wilson, Herbert 

Winder, Sidney Blanc 
Winterbotham, Edward Ernest 
Young, Arthur Taylor 





Frvat EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successsful at the Final Examination held on the 14th and 15th of June, 


1892 :— 

Adams, Hugh Worthington 
Adamson, Reginald Callaway 
Allan, Walter Beattie 

Allen, Frederick George 
Allen, Frederick Joseph 
Allinson, Arthur Hutton 
Aspden, Albert Grice 

Aston, Frederic Marriner, B.A. 
Baird, Robert George, B.A. 
Baker, Herbert 

Barker, Alfred Albert 

Barker, Charles Arthur 
Bartlett, Arthur Wilson 
Beaumont, William Hastings 
Beavis, George Rowland 

Bew, James Albert Morris 
Blackall, John Ofspring, B.A. 
Blagden, George Rupert 
Blagg, Walter Edward 
Blakemore, Arthur Villiers, B.A. 
Blanford, Ernest 

Bockett, Robert Arnold 
Bonnor, George Ricketts 
Boorne, Herbert Huntley 
Bootiman, Albert Victor 
Bramley, Edward, M.A. 
Brown, Frederic Hills 

Brown, James Clement 

Bull, Theodore Charles Joseph 
Carter, Robert 

Chamberlain, James Thomas 
Chapman, Arthur 

Churchill, Joseph Ernest 
Clark, Henry Arthur, BA. 
Clarke, Arthur blasdale 
Clayton, Francis Hare 
Cleaver, Robert Clifton 
Clutterbuck, Henry Baldwin 
Cobb, Cecil Henry, B.A. 
Cobbold, Christian Chevallier 
Coles, Wilham Henry Somerset 
Collins, Algernon Lionel 
Cooper, Francis John, L.A. 
Cooper, Sidney Pryor 
Coulthard, Frank 

Cox, Lewis Latham, B.A. 
Crompton, Reginald 

Crouch, Henry Newton 

Cure, Charles Laurence Capel 
Curtis, Frederick James, B.A. 
Curtis, Wiliam Henry 
Curtler, William Henry Rickett 


Fuller, Alfred Bell 

Garlick, Percy Kent 

Garner, William 

Gibson, Charles, B.A. 

Gill, Charles Thomas 

Gold, Philip, B.A. 

Gould, Frederick Hardy 

Greenwood, Robert Morrell, B.A., 
LL.B. 

Grimwade, Charles Archer 

Groves, Sidney 

Guilford, Reginald Herbert 

Gwyther, Leslie Howard 

Habershon, George Reuben 

Halliwell, Robert Smalley 

Hannay, Frederick Ernest 

Harding, Reginald Tuffley 

Harry, Leslie Warlow, M.A. 

Haslewood, Herbert Dering 

Hatton, Leonard Ernest 

Haward, Arnold John 

Hawes, Robert Porson, B.A. 

Haworth, Charles Joseph 

Hay, Frederick Edward Drummond 

Houseman, Henry de Lancey 

How, John Gibbon 

Hull, Arthur Percival 

Humble, George 

Hutchings, John Alfred 

Isbell, Charles Edwin 

Jackson, Harry 

Jackson, Nicholas Goddard 

Jarvis, John Sidney 

Kimter, Walter Dixon 

Lake, Lionel Charles 

Laurie, Walter David, B.A. 

Lawson, Andrew Miller 

Lawson, Francis 

Lees, Joseph Herbert 

Leigh, Frank 

Leman, George Curtis, B.A 

Lewis, John Thomas 

Lewis, Walter Stanley 

Lloyd, David I'rancis, B.A. 

Lovegrove, Lewis Saunt 

Lowe, Walter 

Mackenzie, Grenville Reid Shaw 

Mackenzie, Reginald Duncan 

Mander, Charles Henry Waterland, 
B.A., LL.B. 

Marriott, Charles Cockburn 

Marsh, Ernest John, B A 


Dammann, John Frederick Karl, B.A.Marsh, Norman Nevile, B A., LL B. 


Davie, Edward Crager Ferguson 
idge, Charles Raymond 

Edmonds, David John 

Edmonds, John 

Edwards, Richard Glyn 

Eldridge, Arthur George 

Elliott, Philbrick Frank Colechin 

Everington, William Arnold 

Evers, Frank Percival 

Eyre, John William 

Parish, Arthur Farish 


Marshall, Hugo Theodore 

Mills, John 

Milward, John Henry 

Mitchell, Percy Robert 

Molony, James Rowland Hamilton, 
B.A. 

Moore, Neville Gregory 

Morgan, Lloyd Spear, B.A. 

Morley, James, LL.B. 

Mott, Robert Henry Lightfoot 

Mounsey, Kenneth Wiiliam 


Ffinden, George Constantine Fred-Nelson, Fdmund 
Neville, Fdmund Hastings 
Nod, Percy 


erick Alexander Sketchley, M.A. 
Foyster, William Herbert 
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Orchard, John 

Page, Charles Everitt 

Parr, William Scott 

Pearce, Ernest Johnson 
Phillips, Henry George 
Pinkett, Frederick Philipse 
Plumbridge, Thomas 
Pogson, Frank Lycett 

Pott, James 

Prescott, Ernest, B A. 
Prosser, George 

Pullon, Charles Edward 
Pugh, John Jones 

Rabnett, Walter James 
Reed, Henry 

Richards, James Howard 
Richardson, John 

Robbins, Charles Samuel 
Rome, Francis James 
Rotton, John Richard Charles 
Russell, Frederic 

St. Lawrence, Vincent 

Sale, Reginald William, B.A. 
Sampson, Edward 

Savill, Harry, B.A. 

Scott, George 

Scott, Henry Dixon 

Seldon, William Britton 
Seligman, Oscar William, B.A. 
Shackell, Charles Henry 
Simpson, Francis Walter 
Sinden, Frederick Arthur 
Skelton, Peter John 
Slaughter, Edward Mihill, B.A. 
Smith, Frank Eden 

Smith, George Garner 
Speakman, John Richard 
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Taylor, James Hubert 

Taylor, Montague Wakefield 

Thompson, Alfred Lynn 

Tozer, Henry Edgar 

Trevanion, Charles Graham 

Triemer, Henry Theodore 

Tullock, Angus Alexander Gregorie, 
B.A. 

Turner, Frederick 

Twemlow, Edward George 

Van der Gucht, Harold 

Waldy, John Bradshaw de Garmun. 
desway, B.A. 

Walford, Thomas Henry 

Wallace, Frank 

Walton, Charles Henry 

Warren, Bertram Reginald, B.A. 

Watson, George Peregrine Hugh 

Watts, William Anderton 

Weld, Joseph Edward 

Wethered, Vernon, B.A. 

Wheatcroft, William Henry 

White, Herbert Meadows Frith, B.A. 

White, James Kemp, B.A. 

Wilkes, Henry Edwin 

Willan, Simon Hunter 

Willett, Arthur James 

Williams, Ernest Reed 

Williams, John Pentis, B.A. 

Williams, William Griffith, B.A. 

Winch, George Bluett, B.A. 

Withers, Ernest 

Wolfenden, Robert 

Wood, James Fawcett 

Woodhouse, Vivian Mackay 

Woollacott, Frank 

Worthington, Frank, B.A. 


Stern, Frederick Augustus Simpson Wright, James, B.A. 


Stilgoe, Wilfred Hamiltor 
Stringer, Harold Walker, B.A. 
Sykes, Godfrey 

Taunton, Sidney Charles, B.A. 


Yeo, Richard Forster, B.A. 
Yglesias, Herbert Ramon, B.A. 
Young, Arthur Webster 
Young, William, M.A. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RETAINERS OF COUNSEL. 
RULES FOR REGULATING THE PRACTICE AS TO RETAINERS 
OF COUNSEL, prepared by the Bar Committee. 
Approved hy the Attorney-General, 3rd June, 1892. 
Approved by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, I6th June, 1892) 
GENERAL RETAINERS. 
1.—General Retainers are either ordinary or limited. 
2.—An ordinary general Retainer applies to the Supreme.Court and 


| House of Lords. 


3.—A limited general Retainer applies to the Tribunal or Tribunals or 
Court or Courts to which it is expressed to be limited. 

4.—A separate general Retainer must be given for the Privy Council. 

5.—A separate general Retainer must be given for Parliamentary Com- 


mittees. 


6.—If the Counsel who has accepted a general Retainer from one party 
should be offered a special Retainer or brief by another party, the general 
Retainer entitles the party who has given it to reasonable notice before the 
offered special Retainer or brief is accepted. 


7.—Subject to these 


tules a general Retainer lasts for the joint lives 


of the client and Counsel, unless the same be forfeited. 

8.—In case a special Retainer or brief is offered to Counsel by a party 
other than the party from whom he has accepted a general Retainer, the 
Counsel, after giving notice to the party from whom he has accepted the 
general Retainer of the offer of the special Retainer or brief, is at liberty to 
accept the special Retainer or brief of the other party, unless a special 
Retainer or brief be given within a reasonable time by the party from 
whom he has accepted the general Retainer. 

9.—Where a general Retainer has been given, and a brief is not de- 
livered to the retained Counsel in any action or other proceeding in which 
the party giving the general Retainer is concerned, and to which it applies, 
or a special Retainer or brief is not given withiga reasonable time atter4 
notice has been given by the Counsel holding a general Retainer, that 4 
special Retainer or brief has been offered to him by another party, the 
genera) Retainer is forfeited; provided that the holding of a gene 
Retainer does not entitle a Queen’s Counsel to the delivery of a brief om 
occasions when it is usual to instruct a Junior Counsel only. 

10.—Where a general Retainer has been given for one person, and he # 
| party to a proceeding with others and appears separately, the Retainer 
| applies to that proceeding; but if he appears jointly with others, the 
| Retainer does not apply, and remains unaffected. 


SPECIAL RETAINERS. 


11.—A special Retainer cannot be given until after the commencement 
| of ay action, appeal, or other proceeding. 
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12.—A special Retainer in an action or proceeding in the Supreme Court 
gives the client a right to the services of the Counsel while the action or 
proceeding remains in or under the control of that court. 

13.—A special Retainer in an action or proceeding other than an action 
or proceeding in the Supreme Court gives the client a right to the services 
of the Counsel during the whole progress of such action or proceeding. 

14.—A Connsel who has been specially retained is entitled to the 
delivery of a brief on every occasion to which the special Retainer applies ; 
provided always : 

Aspecial Retainer does not entitle a Queen’s Counsel to the delivery 
of a brief on occasions when is is usual to instruct Junior Counsel 
only. 

Where more than one Junior Counsel bas been retained, only one of 
such Junior Counsel is entitled to the delivery of a brief on occasions 
when it is usual to instruct one Junior Counsel alone. 


CIRCUIT RETATNERS. 

15.—A special Retainer must be given for a particular Assize. 

16.—If the venue be changed for another place on the same Circuit, a 
fresh Retainer is not required 

17.—If the action be not tried at the Assize for which the Retainer is 
given, the Retainer must be renewed jor every subsequent Assize until 
the action is disposed of, unless a brief has been delivered. 

18.—A Retainer may be given fora future Assize, without a Retainer 
for an intervening Assize, unless notice of Trial shall have been given for 
such intervening Assize. 

APPEALS. 

19.—When a Counsel has held a brief for any party in an action or 
proceeding, but has not received a general or special Retainer, he shall 
not accept a general Retaincr or special Retainer or a brief on Appeal 
(including in that expression appeals to the House of Lords and to the 
Privy Council) for any other party, without giving the original client the 
opportunity of retaining or delivering a brief to him. 


OPINIONS AND PLEADINGS. 

20.—Counsel who has drawn Pleadings or advised, or accepted a brief, 
during the progress of an action on behalf of any party shall not accept a 
Retainer or brief from any other party without giving the party for whom 
he has drawn Pleadings or advised, or on whose behalf he has accepted a 
brief, the opportunity of retaining or delivering a brief to him, but such 
Counsel is entitled to a brief at the trial, and on any interlocutory applica- 
tion where Counsel is engaged, unless express notice to the contrary shall 
have been given to him with the instructions to draw such Pleadings or 
advise, or at the time of the delivery of such brief. Provided always, such 
Counsel shall not be entitled to a brief in any case where he is unable or 
unwilling to accept the same without receiving a special fee. 

21.—No Counsel can be requjred to accept a Retainer or brief or to 
advise or draw Pleadings in any case where he has previously advised 
another party on or in connection with the case, and he ought not to do so 
in any case in which he would be embarrassed in the discharge of his duty 
by reason of confidence reposed in him by the other party, or in which his 
acceptance of a Retainer or brief or instructions to draw Pleadings or 
advise would be inconsistent with the obligation of any Retainer held by 
him, and in any such case it is the duty of the Counsel to refuse to accept 
such Retainer or brief, or to advise or to draw Pleadings, and in case he 
has received such Retainer or brief inadvertently, to return the same. 


PROMOTION OF COUNSEL. 
22.—The Retainer of a Counsel does not cease upon his being promoted 
to a higher rank at the Bar. 


AMOUNT OF FEES. 

23.—The Fees for general Retainers are as follows : 

In Parliament (Committees) 

In all other cases . : ‘ 
24.—The Fees for special Retainers are as follows : 

In Parliament (Committees) . é ; 

In the House of Lords and Privy Council 

In all other cases. ‘ ; 


Ten Guineas. 
Five Guineas. 


Five Guineas. 
Two Guineas. 
One Guinea. 


THE MAYOR’S COURT OF LONDON, RULES, 1892. 
(Continued from page 614.) 
ORDER VIII. 
Costs. 

1. 0. ixv., r. 1.] Subject to the provisions of section 11 of the Mayor's 
Court of London Procedure Act, 1857, and section 117 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, the costs of and incident to all proceedings in the Court, 
including the administration of estates and trusts, shall be in the discre- 
tion of the Court or Judge: Provided that nothing herein contained shall 
deprive an executor, administrator, trustee, or mortgagee who has not 
‘unreasonably instituted or carried on or resisted any proceedings, of any 
right to costs out of a particular estate or fund to which he would be 
entitled according to the rules hitherto acted upon in the Chancery Divi- 
sion of Her Majesty’s High Court of Justice: Provided also that, where 
any action, cause, matter, or issue is tried with a jury, the costs shall 
follow the event, unless the Judge by whom such action, cause, matter, 
or issue is tried, or the Court, shall, for good cause, otherwise order. 

2. O. uxy., 7. 2.] When issues in fact and law are raised upon a claim 
°F counter-claim, the costs of the several issues respectively, both in law 
and fact, shall, unless otherwise ordered, follow the event. 

8. If a defendant succeeds in establishing his plea to the jurisdiction of 








the Court, the Court or Judge shall have power to make an order allowing 
him his costs, notwithstanding that the Court has no power to hear the 
action on its merits. 

ORDER IX. 


Judgment Summons. 


1. Any judgment-debtor may be summoned after a request in the Form 
No. 1 in Appendix B has been lodged by the judgment-creditor in the 
office of the Court. The judgment-summons shall be in the Form No. 2 
in Appendix B. 

2. The judgment-summons shall, whenever it is practicable, be served 
personally on the judgment-debtor, but if it appear to the Court that 
reasonable efforts have been made to effect personal service, and either 
that there are reasonable grounds for believing that the summons has 
come to the knowledge of the debtor, or that he wilfully evades service, 
an order may be made as if personal service had been effected upon such 
terms as the court shall think fit. 

3. If the judgment-debtor do not appear either personally or by his 
representative on the day and at the time appointed for the hearing of the 
judgment-summons, the service thereof must be proved orally or by affi- 
davit: Provided that an affidavit will only be admitted if tne debtor has 
been personally served. 

4. 'The means of the judgment-debtor may be proved orally or by affi- 
davit. If at the hearing, or any adjourned hearing, of the judgment- 
summons it shall appear to the Court that a viva voce examination of the 
judgment-debtor, or of any other person or persons, or the production of 
any book or document, is expedient or necessary, the Court may make an 
order commanding the attendance of such person or persons or the pro- 
duction of such book or document. The disobedieuce to any such order 
shall be deemed a contempt of court, and shall be punishable by attach- 
ment. 

5. The judgment, record, or order in respect of which the debtor is 
summoned shall be produced in court at the hearing of every judgment- 
summons. 

6. Any witness may be summoned to prove the means of the judgment- 
debtor or for the production of any book or document by a witness- 
summons in the Form No. 9 in Appendix Is. Such summons shall be 
served three clear days before the hearing of the case. , 

7. The hearing of any judgment-summons may be adjourned from time 
to time if the Court shall think fit to a day and time to be named. If the 
judgment-debtor shall appear on the day on which the summons is 
adjourned, no notice of such adjournment need be given to him, but if 
the judgment-debtor shall not appear on such day, then notice of sach 
adjournment shall be sent to him by post, or in such other manner as the 
Court may direct. 

8. The costs of and incidental to every judgment-summons and of any 
writ of fi. fa. issued on the judgment shall be in the discretion of the 
Court, but, unless otherwise ordered, the judgment creditor shall be enti- 
tled to his costs according to the prescribed scale. 

9. The order for the payment of the judgment debt and costs shall be 
in the Form No. 4in Appendix B. But such order need only be drawn 
up and served in cases where the judgment-debtor has failed to appear 
personally or by his representative at the time the order was made. In 
cases where service of such order is necessary, a copy thereof sent by post 
to the judgment-debtor, or in such other manner as the court may direct, 
shall be deemed sufficient service of such order. 

10. Notice of the order for the committal of the judgment-debtor must 
be given to him unless he has appeared personally or by his representative 
on the day on which such order of committal was made. Such notice 
shall be in the Form No. 5 in Appendix B, and may be served personally 
on, or sent by post to, the judgment-debtor. 

11. The warrant of committal shall be in the Form No. 7 in Appendix 
B. No warrant of committal will be issued from the office of the Court 
unless an affidavit be filed to the effect set out in the Form No. 6 in 
Appendix B. 

12. A warrant of committal will not be issued from the office of the 
Court after the expiration of six months from the date of the order of com- 
mittal, except by leave of the Court, but such leave may be obtained on an 
ex parte application to the Court. 

13. If the judgment-creditor, or any person on his behalf, receive any 
part of the debt, instalment, or costs in respect of which the order of com- 
mittal has been made after the warrant of committal has issued from the 
office of the Court, such warrant will not be executed by the Serjeant at 
Mace except by leave of the court, which leave may be obtained on an ex 
parte application to the court. 

14. A warrant of committal shall become void and of no effect if a writ 
of fi. fa. be issued, or any garnishee order be obtained in respect of the 
same judgment-debt. 

15. Upon payment of the amount of the debt and costs specified as pay- 
able in the warrant of committal, together with the fees of the court, the 
judgment-debtor shall be entitled to his discharge. 

16. The Governor of the Debtor's prison of the City of London may 
receive the amount of the debt and costs specified as payable in the 
warrant of committal, together with the fees of the Court, and may there- 
upon, or upon the certificate of the Serjeant at Mace that the same have 
been satisfied, discharge the judgment-debtor. 

17. Where a judgment-debtor shall at the hearing of a judgment-sum- 





mons satisfy the Court that a receiving order has been made for the pro- 
tection of his estate, or that he has been adjudicated bankrupt and that 
the debt was provable in the bankruptcy, or that in respect of the debt 
resolutions have been duly registered under Sections 125 and 126 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, or that an order has been made for the administra- 
tion of his estate under Section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, no order 





of committal shall be made. 
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i8. Where a judgment-debtor shall; after the making of an order of 
committal against him, file in Court an affidavit according to the Form No. 
8 in Appendix B, stating that a receiving order has been made for the 
protection of his estate, or that he has been adjudicated a bankrupt and 
that the debt was provable in the bankruptcy, or that in respect of the 
judgment-debt resolutions have been duly registered under Sections 125 
and 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, or that an order for the administra- 
tion of his estate has been made under Section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, annexing to such affidavit in such last-mentioned case a certificate | 
of the Registrar of the Court in which such last-mentioned order shall 
have been so made, and shall forthwith upon such affidavit being so filed, 
give notice to the judgment creditor of the filing thereof, such order of 
committal shall not issue, but if issued and not executed it shall be re- 
called. 

19. Where % judgment-debtor is arrested he may file in Court an affi- 
davit as mentioned in the last preceding rule, and thereupon the judgment- 
debtor shall be discharged out of custody upon the certificate of the regis- 
trar, who shall forthwith give notice to the judgment-creditor of such 
discharge. 


ORDER X. 


Miscellancous. 
1. The following Fee shall be chargeable by the Court :— s. d. 
On sealing a notice for service under Order II., Rule 1 . — 


2. Schedule B to the Mayor’s Court Rules (Fees and Costs), 1890, shall 
be amended as follows :— 

(i.) Item numbered 32 therein shall, in actions where £50 or more 
is claimed, be in the discretion of the Registrar, not exceeding 
£10. 

ii.) Item numbered 43 thereiu sball, in actions where £50 or more 
is claimed, be at the rate of 1s. 4d. per folio, including en- 
grossing. 

(iii.) In item numbered 104 therein, in lieu of the words ‘‘ at the 
trial or hearing by the Judge,’ read the words ‘‘by the | 
Registrar.’’ 

3. On all applications or summonses at Chambers under any of these 
Orders and Rules, a Registrar shall have all the powers and authorities 
which a Master of the Supreme Court has in like proceedings in the High 
Court, subject to appeal to a Judge. 

4. The words ‘** The Court,” *‘ Judge,’”’ and ‘‘ Registrar’’ shall have 
the meanings respectively assigned to them in section 54 of The Mayor’s 
Court of London Procedure Act, 1857. The word ‘‘ defence” shall be 
deemed to mean and comprise ‘‘ plea.”’ 

5. Except so far as these Orders, Rules, and Forms are inconsistent 
therewith, the practice and procedure now in use in the Court shall con- | 
tinue to be used and in force. 

6. These Rules may be cited as ‘‘ The Mayor’s Court Rules, 1892”’ ; 
they shall come into operation on the fifteenth day of June, 1892, and 
shall also apply, so far as may be practicable, to all proceedings taken on 
or after that day in all actions, causes, and matters then pending in the 
said Court. 





[The Appendices contain Forms. | 
Signed by me this 27th day of May, 1892. 
Approved. 


Cuartes Hatt. 
Hatssvry, C. 
Corerince, C.J. 
Esuer, M.R. 

Natui. Linney, L.J. 
E. E. Kay, L.J. 

C. E. Poirock, Bb. 
A. L. Sarrn, J. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Francis Wenn, barrister-at-law, died on the 21st of June at his 
residence, 6, Warwick-gardens, Kensington, W. He was the second son 
of Mr. Richard Webb, of Melchal Park, Wilts, and was born on the 4th 
of January, 1822. He was educated at King’s College, London, and 
became a student at the Middle Temple on the 23rd of April, 1844, and 
was called to the bar on the 7th of May, 1847. He was admitted a 
barrister of Lincoln’s-inn ad cundem on the 24th of April, 1849. He married | 
on the 20th of February, 1345, Matilda Jane, third daughter of 
Christopher Ingram, of Amesbury, Wilts. 


Mr. Doveras Brows, Q-C., ¥.S.A., M.A. Trin. Coll. Camb., died on the 
29th of June at Arncliff Hall, Northallerton. He was the seventh son of | 
the late Mr. Jonathan Brown, merchant, of Jamaica, and was born on the 
9th of April, 1820. He was educated at Edinburgh Academy and Trinity | 
College, Cambridge, and became student at Lincoln’s-inn on the 4th of | 
November, 1843, and was called to the bar on the 6th of May, 1847. He 
was appointed Queen’s Counsel on the 23rd of June, 1869, and a bencher of | 
his inn on the 2né of November in the same year. He was Recorder of | 
King’s Lynn from 1869 to 1885. He was a justice of the peace and 
deputy lieutenan for the North Riding of Yorkshire. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Atgxaxvren Six Cuowrnrr Doyiz, solicitor, 1, New-inn, Strand, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Doyle was admitted 
in May, 1876. 

Mr. Groner Rowent Jacnsox, solicitor, 35, Essex-street, Strand, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jackson was admitted in 
Easter, 1862. 





| ing up of companies. 








Mr. Epwarp FL ercuer, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a Commis. 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Fletcher was admitted in April, 1886. 

Mr. Ricuarp Asuton F.etcuer, solicitor, Southport, has been appoi 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fletcher was admitted in July, 1887, 


Mr. James Yate Jounson, solicitor, 47, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has beey 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Johnson was admitted jg 
December, 1883. 


Mr. Epcar Stvart Bruce-Payng, solicitor, of Deal, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. E. S. Bruce-Payne was admitted in May, 
1886. 

Mr. Ivor Haxrtes, solicitor, Newport, Mon., has been appointed a Com. 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Harries was admitted in February, 1886. 

Mr. James CuHartes WuITerorne, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of 
the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Mr, 
C. G. Prideaux, Q.C. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLutions. 

James Gorvon WaALts, Ropert Joun Annotr, and Puri Marti, solici- 
tors (Walls, Abbott, & Martin), 11, Queen Victoria-strect, London. June 
24. [ Gazette, July 1. 

Tuomas Gotp Epwarps and Roperic Luoyp Wiiu1aMs, solicitors (Gold 
Edwards & Co.), Denbigh. June 14. 

Gzorce Layton, Dovcias Quintin Steet, and Pavi SprincMAnN, solici- 
tors and notaries public (Layton, Steel, & Springmann), Liverpool. June 
30. So far as the said Douglas Quintin Steel is concerned. [ Gazette, July 5, 





GENERAL. 

A systematic course of study for two years has, says the Times, been 
arranged by the Council of Legal Education for the subjects of examina- 
tion, as follows :—Candidates for tbe pass examination will be examined at 
their option in any three of the following subjects, in addition to Roman 
law : Elements of the law of real and personal property ; elements of the 
law of contracts and torts; principles of equity, trusts, and easements; 
procedure and evidence ; and constitutional law and legal history. Such 
candidates will also be examined in one of the following groups of subjects, 
A, B, C, such group to be selected by the candidate :—A, purchases and 
leases, mortgages, and settlements and wills; B, negotiable instruments, 
agency in mercantile contracts, and contracts of sale of goods; C, admin- 
istration of assets on death, specific performance, partnership and wind- 
Candidates for honours will be examined in all the 
above subjects. Up to January, 1894, both for pass and honour examina- 
tious the above subjects will be examined upon so far only as treated in 
the lectures and classes since January, 1892, and after January, 1894, so 
far only as treated in the lectures and classes during the two years preced- 
ing each examination. 

At the Mansion House Police Court on Wednesday, says the Times, 
Horace Rees was summoned before Mr. Alderman Faudel Phillips at the 
instance of the Incorporated Law Society for pretending to act as a solici- 
tor. Mr. C. O. Humphreys appeared in support of the complaint, and Mr. 
Sorrell for the defence. It appeared that a Mr. Maffanides was formerly 
tenant of Mr. Crole Rees, the defendant’s father, who eighteen months ago 
recovered against him judgment for £19 1s. in respect of rent and costs 
which remained unpaid. On the 7th of April Mr. Maffanides received 4 
letter signed ‘‘ C. Heurtel,’’ from an address in Laurence Pountney-lane, 
stating that he was instructed by Mr. Crole Rees to apply for payment of the 
amount, failing which, or the remittance of a fair proportion of the sum, 
the promptest legal action to enforce immediate payment would be taken. 
It was ascertained, and indeed admitted, that the letter had been written 
by the defendaut at his father’s request, the latter carrying on his busi- 
ness in the name of Heurtel. The matter was put before the Incorporated 
Law Socicty, who brought these proceedings. Mr. Sorrell said the defend- 
ant had no intention whatever of pretending to act as a solicitor. Mr. 
Alderman Faudel Phillips fined the defendant £5 and £2 2s. costs. The 
fine and costs w2re paid. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Rozertsox.—July 3, at 28, Broad-street, Peterhead, the wife of Robert Robertson, solici- 
tor, of a son. 
Wisam. July 4, at Cleveland Lodge, Beulah-hill, Nurwood, the wife of R, 8. 8. Walker, 
solicitor, of a daughter. - 


MARRIAGE. 


Guize—Raixes.—July 4, at St. James the Less, Plymouth, Alexander Monro Grier, of 
Osgoode Hall, Toronto, barrister-at-law, to Mary Christiana Beatrice, widow of the 
late James Campbell Raikes, Exsq., and daughter of the late John Douglas, Esq, 


HLE.LC. 
DEATHS. 


Haw..—July 2, at Parkstone, Dorsetshire, Alfred William Hall, solicitor, of 2, Gresham- 
buildings, Basinghall-street, E.C., and Hithergreen, Lewisham. 

Mysveou.—July 4, at 31, Queen’s-gate-gardens, Philip Albert Myburgh, Q.C., Bencher, 
Inner Temple, aged 61. 


Wansina To trrexpina House Puncnasens & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements aly amined by an ex from The 
Senter? Begnenits Ventilation Co., 65, Meteorological Office, Vi 
Went (Estab, 1875), who ulso undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[{Apvt.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota oF ReGistrars tv ATTENDANCE ON 





Date APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice aMr. Justice 
. No. 2. Carry. Norra. 
Monday, July .. Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
“as : Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Wednesday .... «oll Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Thursday ................ Ward Clowes Godfrey 
MIEN Seddendsseseebisoss Pemberten J Leach 
Saturday Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KeEKkewicnu. Romer. 
Monday, July .............000+- 11 Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
da Rolt Lavie Pugh 
‘armer Carrington Beal 
_ Lavie — 
‘armer Carrington 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnripay, July 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtrep 1n CHANCERY. 

Beytrietp Cortoy Srixxixo Co, Litrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 13, to 
send their names and addresses, and the a of their debts or claims, to James 
Dawson, 125, Union st, Oldham. Rowbotham, ee yo for liquidator 

Luanserts Gas Licut anp Coxr Co, Limrren—Credito on or before July 
30, to send their names and addresses, and the cadieauns of their debts or claims, to 
Robert Algeo, Menai Bridge. Rees, Carnarvon, solor for liquidators 

Tyxe Drysattrery anv Packie Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before ro Ase. 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the — of theit debts or claims, to T. D. 
Challoner, 33, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Gee & Dunn, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
solors for liquidator 

Vaveuan-Suerriy Evecrricat Exciyeerine Co, Linrrep—Creditors are uired, on or 
before July 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to S. Hedges, 15, George st, Mansion House 

West Arrican Bank, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before ~~ 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of tneir debts or clai to George Fraser, 
Langthorn House, Copthall avenue. Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray’s inn, solors 


County PALatine or LANCASTER. 
Lim!TED IN CHANCERY. 

Laysvowse Corton Spinning Co, Limrrepv—Petn for winding up, presented June 17, 
directed to be heard at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, chester, on aay 11. Twee- 
dale & Co, Oldham, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 9 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Frienpiy Society or DrevGers, Phoenix Inn, Abbey st, Faversham, Kent. June 29 

1 as aaa Masvractunine Society, Loren, 3, Victoria Town, Deal, Kent. 

une 

Royat ANTEDILUVIAN OrDER OF BurraLogs Benevotenr Funp Frienpiy Socrery, City 
Arms, West sq, 8t George’s rd, 8.E. June 27 

London Gazette.—Turspvay, July 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep in CHANCERY. 

Turee Towns Banxixo Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims or demands, to Frederick 
William Dawe, Wilts and Dorset Bank chmbrs, Plymouth, liquidator 

Hucknaut unpER Hutnwarre Gas Licut anp Coxe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Aug 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Edward Sampson, Blackwell, near Alfreton, Derbyshire. Hibbert, 
solor for liquidator 

West Cumpertanp Inon anp Street Co, Limrrep—By an order mole by Vaughan 
Williams, J., dated June 25, it was ordered that the voluntary win ip of the com- 

pany be continued. Helder & Co, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn, agents ae Pprockbank & 
Co, Whitehaven, solors for petner 
County Pavatine or LANCASTER. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 

Samven Suaw & Co, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 2, to send their 
names and addresses, and the pa mapeg 7 tee of their debts or claims, to Charles Frederick 
Finney, Central bldgs, North John st, Liverpool. hi y, Aug 11, at 11, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the raitpee and claims 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

ANCTUARY NorTHUMBERLAND, Ancient = of Shepherds Friendly Society, King’s Head 
Hotel, Twickenham, Middlesex. June 29 - ’ » Kings 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, June 21. 
Arpen Grorcr_ Freperick, Manchester, Oil Merchant. July 19, Arden v Arden, 
trar, Manchester. Chorlton, Manchester 
Laxp, Roser, Attleborough, Norfolk, Gent. July 18, Land vy Ellis, Kekewich, J. 


Emerson, Norwich 
Scorr, Joun, Hartlepool, Durham, July 9. Pearson vy Thompson, Registrar, Durham. 
Edger, epoo! 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasette.—Fripay, June 24, 


Axprews, Ronen, Rivington, nr Chorley, Esq Aug6 Darbishire & Co, Manchester 

Bares, Tuomas, Birmingham, out of business July 22 Pearson, Birmingham 

Baivars, Eowaun, Stowmarket, Innkeeper July 22 Hayward & Sons, Stowmarket 

Buckie, Many Exeanon, Cheltenham July 21 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 

Burn, Avrngp, Halesowen, Worcs, Gent Aug 10 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 

Cuavpuny Wuicur, Sheffield, Manufacturer of Knife Sharpeners Aug 31 Rodgers & 
Co, Shettield 





Cuapwick, Jouy, Southport, Silk Manufacturer July 20 Taylor & Co, Manchester 
Chatty, Joun te Aen at st, Walworth, Compositor July 25 David Capern, 139 


well 


Cook, JoszrH, Catalin Kildwick, Yorks Augis Welford, Lymm, Cheshire 

Craca, Susannan, Chorlton on Mediock, Manchester July 4 Newton, Stockport 
Dicxes, Witi1am, Loughborough pk, Brixton July 28 Watson & Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st 
Dovexas, CaTuerrne, Cressington pk, nr Liverpool July 20 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Dussex, aie OL Le Lous, Lewisham High rd, New Cross, Gent Aug10 Gover & Son, 


. London 
Fisuer, James, Commercial rd, Old Kent rd, Gent Augi Clapham & Fitch, Devonshirz 
sq, 
Freperickson, Jouw Frepericx, Amherst, Virginia, US A,Gent July 0 Marsland & 
Co, Leadenhall ; 


» st 
Harvey, Wii.1am, Derby, Chemist August 20 J & W H Sale, Derby 
Hissert, Juusa, Hill st, yorst 4 8q rene 2 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 
Monn, Des Freperick James, Clanricarde Park, sation L ajen Oona 3 in Madras 


Army ey Peacock & G 
ee mock © Goat Orders aly 20 20 Alleyne & Co, Ton- 


Huaues, Wecasion, Middlesborough, retired Innkeeper August 5 Sill, Middlesborough 
Key, Tuomas, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Gen July 22 Ellis, Wadebridge 

Laws, Saran, Great Yarmouth July 10 Reed & Wayman, Downham Market 

Lexper, Tuomas, Great Bardfield, Essex, Farmer August 6 Ollard, Wisbech 
Marxwanixe, Joux, Combe, co Hereford, retired Farmer Aug1 Temple & Philpin, 
Mason, onal Hesry, and Groner Tuomas Masoy, Lichfield rd, Bow, Gents July 26 


jummerhays, eee bldgs 
Mrrcue.t, Ausrs, Albert rd, West Kilburn, Gent July 30 Hortin, Edgware rd 


—— Nicnoxas, Seacombe, Chester, Master Mariner July 23 Barrell & Co, Liver- 
pool 

Perceval, ALEXANDER GLENTWoRTH Pau Currton, Cannes, France, Capt in 2nd Life 
Guards Stretton & Co, 


July 16 
Prank, Mary, Devizes, Wilts July 24 Norris & Hancock, Devizes 


Presrox, Georce, Vestry rd, Camberwell Sept 2 Keeble, Gresham st 
Ratyrorp, Asem, OE nde, ent Edenbridge, Kent, Civil Engineer Aug 10 


mb, Moorgate s 
Ropwett, Bexsamin Brivces Hunter Augs Thorowgood & Co, Copthall court 
Scortr, Jouy Davin, Brighton, Colonel Augi Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Suerrarp, Taomas, Lawrie Pk gardens, Sydenham, Gent AugsS Badham & Williams: 
Salter’s il ct, Cannon st 

Sitva, Neg ab Henry, Ekms rd, Clapham Common, Gent July 25 Haines, Serjeant’s 
inn, Fleet st 

Sroxes, Tuomas, Edgbaston, Birmingham July 18 Baker, Birmingham 


Wiyvyeran, Joux, Myre Ground Corney, Cumberland, ex-Relieving Officer July 1 Dick- 
inson, Broughton in cig 
Wiutams, Eomunp, Marshfield, Mon, Farmer July 16 Cory & White, Cardiff 


Woop, Ber, Eaton Bray, Beds Augi1 Tanqueray, Woburn 
Yares, Anse, Barton upon Irwell, Lancs June 1l Haworth, Manchester 
London Gazette.—Tvrspay, June 28. 


Asprey, Cuances, Caterham Valley, Surrey, Esq Aug 1 Birt & Follett, Townhall 
chmbrs, Southwark 
Becx.ey, Wii1aM, Barclay st, St Pancras July 26 Rodgers & Clarkson, Walbrook 


Baasmmeven, Tysune, Bervarv, Mortimer rd, Hackney, Licensed Victualler July 30 


Hugonin, Long acre 
Burros, Taomas, Loddington, Leics, Grazier July 23 Wright & Co, Leicester 


Burcuer, Lucy, Stamford grove East, Upper Clapton Aug 10 Vanderpump & Son, 


Gray’s inn sq . : . 
Cartwricut, Georcr, Handsworth, Staffs, Gent Aug 1 Mitchell & Willmot, Bir- 


Cue, ane, Sheffield, Table Knife Cutlery Manufacturer July 30 Vickers & Co. 
8 


Coorer, Georee, Freshfield, Lancs, Barrister at Law Augi3 Edleston & Sons, Preston 
Crowpy, Henrietta Marra, Reading Aug 4 Crowdy, Arundel st, Strand 

Cuttum, Freperick Wit.1am, Kettleburgh, Suffolk, Miller Aug 24 Lawton & Co, Eye 
Dovetas, Gorpon Suiptey Manners, — Major in Royal Marine Artillery Aug 
Nicholson & Patterson, Parliamen 
Emtnson, - ee Long Benpington, ee Gent Aug 12 Hodgkinson, Newark-on- 
Ever.ey, , ee School rd, Hounslow Augé Brougham, High st, Hounslow 

Forster, Harriet Anye, Sharrow, Sheffield Aug 13 W. Smith & Sons, Sheflield 


Gavpay, Paut, Old Broad st, Merchant, formerly Consul-General of Ottoman Empire 
Aug 31 Austin & Austin, ty Ay Broad st 
Gunns, Horse pag ms B 


ton Leasow, nr Newport, Salop, Farm Bailiff July 15 
prott & Son, Shi —— 

Hoorer, WILt1aM, Milton st, tle Manufacturer July 30 Mason & Co, Gresham st 

Horxts, James Epwarp, Cardiff Aug 17 Morris & Son, Cardiff 

Howanp, Danien, Tunbridge Wells, Esq. July 25 Harries & Co, Coleman st 

Hvaues, Rrenarp, Carmarthen, Gent July 31 Walters, Carmarthen 

Krvrron, James, Ware, Herts, retired Farmer Aug 10 Spence & Co, Hertford 

Kirey, Joux, Boston Spa, Yorks, Gent Aug1 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 

Mayy, Aurrep, Chesterton, co Warwick, Farmer Augi Heath & Blenkinsop, Warwick 

Maxrtix, Samunt Joux, Welbeck st July 15 Fell & Armstrong, Queen Victoria st 

Oe, Bee ee Romilly st, Kensington, retired Licensed Victualler Aug 2 

Meyrr, ty EWRDERICK, 3 Northfield, nr Birmingham, Esq July 31 Guseotte & Co, Essex st, 


ee. rn, Mary, Manor rd, Stoke Newington July 30 Houghton & Son, New Rroad st 
Praxnsow, Many, Levenshulme, Lancs Aug1 Wild & Wild, Ramsbottem 
Popsv es ra Henny, Withycombe, Raleigh, Devon, Innkeeper July 4 Gidley & 


Ross, yom Liverpool Aug1 Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool 
Starer, Mary, Ditchling, Sussex July 1S Coole, Horsham 


Tuunvr come Herexar — Queen's gate, South Kensington, retired Lieutenant 
in Royal Navy Sept 10 Tweed, ye Se Dien. Bod 
Wasoons 7 Camblesforth, Yorks July 3) Di 


Wares, Tomas Cancitt, Melling, nr Liverpool, Geat August 12 Morecroft & Son, 
Wisiams, Wiit1am, Bristol, Innkeeper Aug 9 Clifton & Co, Bristol 








Youna, Joux, Burlington rl, Westbourne pk, Gent July 23) Upton & Oo, Austinfriar 





peanichePenalibeisaumnotahabchapad abetted taeda edt roa tiie ie dsglesergs, te tele a, ote ee 









BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Appisox, R, Old Broad st High Court Pet May 16 Ord 
June 21 
Arsswortn, Ervxest Henry, 
Liverpool Pet June 29 Ord J 
Armstroxe, W z a 
Restauran’ 


Sireunent, Cycle Factor | 
e 29 


t High Court Pet May 19 Ord June 27 

AsuTox, Heyry, en Marine Store Dealer Bolton 
Pet Junel Ord June 27 

Arxrixs, Witi1am Heyry, jun, Nightingale rd, Clapton, | 
Assistant to a Horse Dealer High Court Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 

Beate, Col Bernarp Georce Grirriy, Brighton Brighton 
Pet 28 Ord June 29 

Bexnettr, Gzorce Henny, Sparkbrook, nr Birmingham, 

uilder Birmingham Pet June2 Ord June 27 

Binp, F Ersest, Budge row, Cannon st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Mar1 Ord June 28 

Deny J, Catford, Kent, Builder Greenwich Pet Dec 
21 


June 28 

Brows, Joux Tuomas, Rotherham, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Carp, Eowarp Watrtos, Hawkinge, nr Folkestone, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Cartes, Davin Tuxomas, Porth. Glam, Confectioner 
Pontypridd Pet June16 Ord June 28 

Cuaistie, Francis Tuomas, late St John’s hill, Clapham 
Junction, Auctioneer High Court Pet May 31 Ord 
June 28 

Cuavey, James, Midland Railway Coal Depot, West Ken- 
sington, Coal Merchant High Court Pet June4 Ord 
June 27 

Cooper, Henry Witiram ALEXANDER, Fenchurch st High 
Co Pet June 9 Ord June 28 

Cox, Emma Viotet, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, Oil 
Warehouseman High Court Pet June 27 rd 
June 27 

Cotxacui, Bernarp Oswatp, Munster ter, Fulham High 
Court Pet Junel7 Ord June 29 

Cutts, Rospert Wiiiam, Bloxwich, Staffs, 
Dealer Walsall Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Dastizis, Cuarves, Landport, Machinist Portsmouth Pet 
June 27 Ord June 27 

Detmarp, Mavrice, Chancery lane, Gas Engineer High 
Court Pet June2 Ord June 27 

Denrsy, James, Brockley, _ Kent, Builder Greenwich Pet 
May 20 Ord June 28 

Deraxerorp, Grorcr, Bedworth, Wi -<* aca 
Coventry Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Evuix, F O, New sq, Tine )ln’s inn, Sailer atlaw High 
Court ‘Pet May 31 Ord June 28 

Evans, Evay, Cwmpark, cueeaer, ¢ Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Evans, Joun Leg ony Swansea, Grocer 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Garvyer, Wixcxies, Church st, Enfield, 
Edmonton Pet June2 Ord June 27 

Goopvarp, GrorcE % 1LLraM, Northcote ‘4, Clapham Junc- 

Victualler High Court Pet June 23 


General 


Clothier 


Swansea Pet 


Coal Merchant 


Ord June 28 

Goopacer, Jonn Wituiam, Peterborough, Corn Merchant 

rough PetJune17 Ord June 29 

Haxaisox, Jxesss, Northampton, Manager Northampton 
Pet May 30 Ord June 25 

Hewitt, Cuarves, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet June 
27 Ord June 27 

ae Mary, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Widow 

Stockport Pet June 16 Ord June 27 

Hupsos, Fraxx Wir.iam, Gloucester, Brush 
Gloucester Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Ixsesox, Bexsaxix, Dewsbury, Beerhouse Keeper Dews- 
bury Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

ar 3 Ricnwarp, York, Draper 
Ord June 27 


Importer 


York Pet June 27 


Lawrence, tall Epwarp, Leicester, Carpenter Leicester 
Pet Juoe 25 Ord June 25 

Lock, Agruvz, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Baker 
Pet June 23 Ord June 28 

Martix, Cuanres, a Bucks, 
June 2 Ord June 

Pr chigy Janez, at Egg Dealer 
Pet June 29 June 29 

Pa.rney, Ricuarp, © yediton, Devon, Shopkeeper Exeter 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Pirz, Wiieress Natnanizn, late High st, Walthamstow, 

Mothier High Court Pet June 2 Ord June 28 

Puen, Joux, Trawsfynydd, Merioneth, Farmer Portmadoc 
and Blaenau Festiniog Pet June27 Ord June 27 

Reavixe, Rosget, Birmingham, Retailer of Beer Bir- 

Pet June 27. Ord June 27 

Rosixsox, Groxcz, Sutton, Coldfield, Warwickshire, Boot 

Dealer Bi 


Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Bosom, Revers, Perry Barr, nr Birmingham, Butcher 
Satuoxp, Atrzep, Bristol, Tailor Bristol 
Ord June 29 


Poole 
Grocer Windsor Pet 


Birmingham 


Pet 2 May 5 Ord June 21 
Pet June 18 


Suaw, + oe a, Brase Caster Birmingham 
Pet June 23 Ord J 
Surzey, Sanau Jas, oe a Bootseller Portsmouth 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
id, Accountant Chesterfield 
une 28 Ori June 28 
Sxe.vixc, Wittiam Grorce, Aston, Warwickshire. Boot 
Manufacturer Bi 


Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
War, Watcor, Southsea, Confectioner 
April 27 Ord June 27 
Ware, Witiia Dae late Aylesbury st, Clerkenwell, 
late Licensed V: High Court Pet May 25 Ord 


Woon, Timorny, Heaton Norris, iam. Saddler Stock- 
port Pet June Ord Jane 


2 
Taree, Hexzy, Netherton, Dudley, Journeyman Baker 
Brighton Pet 


Leadenhall st, Manager of a | 


Pet June 27 Ord June | 
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Woopueap, Davip, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet jan 
21 Ord June 28 
Worrotk, Atrrep Easert, Beauchamp rd, Wandsworth, 
Ch ‘Wandsworth Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


| The ey amended notice is substituted ed r that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, May 1 
Tansiey, Josuvua Lez, Thorne, yoke Colliery Agent 
Sheffield Pet May13 Ord May 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
| Arnustronc, W. J., a 


= reds Dey, ada of a Restaurant 

y 12 at 2. 30° y 

| Asnton, Henry, net: ley, Marine Sexe Dy om July 11 at 
10 16, Wood st, Bo! 


ATKINS, WILLIAM ney jun., » iin rd, Clapton, 
Assistant to a Horse Dealer ySati Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
Bosner, CHartes Wriiuiam, Lavender sweep, Battersea 
rise, Grocer July 11 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, 
London bridge 
Brices, Watrer, Salford, Coachbuilder July 8 at 11.30 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
CLARKE, James, Carlisle, Innkeeper July 9 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 120, Highgate, Kendal 
Ciavey, James, Midland Ry Coal Depot, West Kensington, 
Coal Merchant July 12at1 Bankruptcy bigs, Carey st 
Cotyacui, Beryarp Oswatp, Munster terr, Fi m July 
14at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cooper, Henry Witir4m ALEXxaANnveER, Fenchurch st July 
14at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Coorr, Atrrep Samvuet, Ashington, Sussex, Miller July 
13.at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Cox, Emma Vio.et, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, Oil 
Warehouseman July 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
Currs, Roperr Witu1am, Bloxwich, Staffs, General Dealer 
July 14 at 11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 
Day, Wiritiam, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
July 21 at 11.30 Court-house, Luton 
Detmarp, Maurice, Chancery lane, Gas Engineer July 8 
at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Farrpairns, Tuomas Ricuarp, St Mary axe, Electro Plate 
Manufacturer July 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Gitt, Georce Macues, Sheffield, Coal Merchant July 11 
at12 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Gover, Henry. Mare st, Hackney, Grocer 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
GreEnwoop, Joux Evwarp, Hulme, Manchester, House 
Furnisher July 8 at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 
Hewrrr, Cuarves, Leicester, Baker 
Rec, 34, Friar In, Leicester 
Jesxins, Heyry, York rd, Cityrd, Dairyman July S at1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
LatHam, Ricnarp, York, Draper 
ec, York 
Lawrence, Jonx Epwarp, Leicester, Carpenter 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Liorp, Artuur, Daiforne rd, Upper Tooting, Comedian 
July 13 at 11.30 24, Railway tba, London eo 
Masyixe, James, Disbrowe rd, Fulham, Cab Driver Ji 


July 8 at 2.30 


July 11 at 3 Off 


July 13 at 11.30 Off 
July 11 


12at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s 
Marstox, Frank, Leeswood Vale oil Works, nr Mold, 
Flints, Oil Manufacturer July 8 at 11.30 Crypt 


chmbrs, Chester 
Mettor, Jonys Witttam, Portwood, Stockport, Journeyman 


Joiner JulySat1 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market 
pl, Stockport 
Mercier, Lovise, Drayton grdns, Kensington, Spinster 


July 13at12 Bs hae bldgs, Carey st 

Moserey, Hexry Epwarp, Heath st, Hampstead. Uphol- 
sterer July 12at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nowe, Naruanret, Blackburn, Builder July 8 at 2.30 
County Court house, oo 

Ormerop, Jony Ricnarp, Crop pergate, nr Leeds, Innkeeper 
July llatil Off Ree, 22, be row, Leeds 

Osporye, Haney Joun, East Grin: , Sussex, Contractor 

ysat3 Off Ree, Merthyr Tydfil 

Pavrrey, Ricuarp, Crediton, Devon, Shopkeeper July 11 
atll Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Percy, Henry Witiiam, Stainton, Westmrid, Matting 
Manufacturer July 9 at 11 Off Rec, 120, Highgate, 
Kendal 

Pexiuerrer, Exanxven, Old Broad st, Commission Agent 
July 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Prrenvorp, Janez, Birmingham, Restaurant Keeper July 
12.at12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Piaxt, Wititam, Hornsey rd, Holloway, Fruiterer July 
13at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Porrer, Henry, late of Hastings, Dairyman July j1 at 
12.30 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Power, Pamir, Heolfach, Ystrad, Rhondda, 
Hawker July 12 at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Quenex. ALPHonse, Waterloo, Liverpool, Tailor July 11 
at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Reegve, ArTuve Eow:s, Watney st, Commercial rd, Boot 
Maker July 13 at 2.30 ppankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Reeves, Amos Georce, 56, Hi Camberwell July 12 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ricxetrrs, Austin, Weston su 

July 9at12 Off Rec, 5b, 


Mare, Insurance Agent 
ammet st, Taunton 
Rorerrsox, WiiiiaMm Mac DONALD, Ship! rd, Balham 
July 11 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bri 
Scacre. Mary, Steyning, Sussex, Spinster July 14 at 10.20 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Sure, THomas Cnaries, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper 
| July 11 at 11 Off Rec, Tights lane, Sheffield 
Sovrrer, Hewry, Portobello rd Notting —_ Beer Seller 
July 13 at 12 Bankruptcy Bldgs, Carey # 
Srevess, Farprrick, East Grinstead, Sussex, "Builder July 
8at11.20 2, Railway a » London Bridge 
Srockxer, Cuar.es, Birming! m, Printer July 12 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Srxzs, Groner, Huddersfield, Stamp Distributor July 11 
at10 Off Rec, 56, New st, Hudderstield 
Tussen, Wits, Blackburn. Boiler Maker 
County Court house, Blackburn 


Glam, 








July 13 at 1 

















ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asuron, Henry, Chorley, Marine Store Dealer Bolton 
Pet May 31 Ord June 28 
Baxer, Henry, Carisbrooke rd, High st, Walthamstow, 
late Butcher High Court Pet May 24 Ord June 29 
Barker, Ropert, and Jouy Barker, Millwood, Todmorden, 
Yorks, Engincers Burnley Pet April 29 Ord June 28 
Brook, ARTHUR ALEXANDER, Crrus Barker Brook, and 
Ev@as Deienton Brook, Bradford, Stuff Manufac- 
turers Bradford Pet June3 Ord June 28 
Brown, Joun Taomas, Rotherham, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Busuveu.., Rosert, Cumming st, Pentonville, Corn Dealer 
High Court Pet June 13 Ord June 27 
Cuarites, Davin Taomas, Porth, Glam, Confectioner 
Pontypridd Pet June15 Ord June 28 
Crarkxe, Hexry, L2icester, Wheelwright Leicester Pet 
June 22 Ord June 23 
Crerix, Hrerotyre, Station bldgs, West Norwood High 
Court Pet June2 Ord June 29 
Dantes, CHARLES, <r gaa Machinist Portsmouth Pet 
June 27 Ord June 2 
Davies, Epwarp, Wisuham, Confectioner Wrexham Pet 
June 16 Ord June 28 
Drakerorp, Grorce, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Clothier 
Coventry Pet June27 Ord June 28 
Farmparrns, Tuomas Ricuarp, St Mary axe, Electro 
Plate Munufacturer High Court Pet June 4 Ord 
June 28 
Goopvuirre, GrorGr, Folkestone, Pharmaceutical Chemist 
Canterbury Pet June13 Ord June 27 
GreEexwoop, Joun Epwarp, Hulme, Manchester, House 
Furnisher Manchester Pet June 21 Ord June 28 
Harnison, Jesse, Northampton, Manager Northampton 
Pet May 25 Ord June 25 
Hewirt, Cuarves, Leicester, Baker 
27 Ord June 27 
Higerxsorrom, Mary, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Widow 
tockport Pet June 16 Ord June 29 
Huse, Mavrice, Tilston Fearnall, Cheshire, Farmer 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet May 28 Ord June 29 
Ke vy, Joun Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Builder King- 
ston upon Hull ‘Pet Sone 22 Ord June 28 
Latruam, Ricuarp, York, Draper York Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 
Lawrence, Joun Eowarp, Leicester, Carpenter Leicester 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Lock, Arraur, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Baker Poole 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Martriy, Cuarves, Slough, Bucks, Grocer Windsor Tet 
June 25 Ord June 29 
Ortroyx, Witi1am, Hinckley, Leics, Boot Manufacturer's 
mager Leicester Pet June 22 Ord June 29 
Patrrey, Ricnarp, Crediton, Devon, Shop Keeper 
ter Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Periuerrer, Emanvet, Old Broad st, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet June3 Ord June 27 
Pirr, WitGress NATHANIEL, High st, Walthamstow, late 
Clothier High Court Pet June 28 Ord June 28 


Leicester Pet June 


Ex.- 


Pircurorp, Jasez, Birmingham, Restaurant Keeper Bir- 
mingham Pet June 18 Ord June 28 
Pucu, Joun, Trawsfynydd, Merioneth, Farmer Portmadoc 


and Blaenau Festiniog Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
ReapinG, Rosert, Birmingham, Retailer of Beer Birming- 
ham Pet June 27 Ord June 29 
Ropinson, Georce, Sutton Coldfield, Warwickshire, Boot 
Dealer Birmingham Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Sanpers, WitwiaM, Chesterfield, Fruit Merchant Chester- 
field Pet June16 Ord June 25 


Suerry, Saran Jane, Landport, Bootseller Portsmouth 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Suorr, Grorex, Chesterfield, Accountant Chesterfield 


Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Taytor. Henry, Netherton, Dudley, _Journeyman Baker 
Dudley Pet June 27 Ord June 2 

Tayior, Waren, Farringdon st, Austionesr’s Clerk High 
Court Pet June 24 Ord June 28 

Wnurrt te, Francis, King st, Regent st, Gent 
Pet April ll Ord June 28 

Wituramson, Grorce Bett, Victoria st, Financial Agent 
Hiigh Court Pet March’ 18 Ord June 29 

Worrotk, Atrrep Ecpert, Beauchamp rd, Wandsworth, 
Chemist Wandsworth ' Pet June 25 Ord June 27 


The following amended notice is orang: aad ~ that pub- 
list hed i in the London Gazette, May 1 

Tansey, Josnva Lez, Thorne, Yorks, Colliery Agent 
Sheffield Pet May13 Ord May 1 

ORDER DISMISSING hoon rl RESCINDING 

RECEIVING ORDER, AND ANNULLING 
ADJUDICATION. 

Kixe, Tuomas Wiiutam, jun, and Josern Kine, South- 
ampton, Coal Merchants Southampton Ree Ord Dec 
15, 1891 Adjud Jan 27 Dis, Resc, and Annul May 11 





High Court 


London Gazette—Turspay, July 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atmoxp, Tuomas, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton 
Ord July 1 
Barker, Georee, i Cassanet Barker, and WIL.iam 
AKKER, Mark lane, Bankers Yigh Court Pet June 
23 Ord June 23 
Bees, Stoyey, Mardy, Glam, Grocer 
uly2 Ord July 2 
Beanrne, Cuarves Joun Frepericx, Torquay, Importer of 
Oriental Goods Exeter Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Berream, Cuantes Antuony, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s 
Bush, Dealer in Toys High Court Pet July 1 Ord 
1 


Pet July 1 


Pontypridd Pet 


Jul 
Botroy, Witt1am, Southport, Gunsmith Liverpool Pet 
June 20 Ord June 30 


Butt, Joun Heynry, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet June 29 Ord July 2 

Curistian, Cuanies, Egremont, Cheshire, 
Birkenhead Pet June18 Ord June 30 

Connts, Ricuanp, Birkenhead, Plumber Birkenhead Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Evans, are Barry Dock, Gam, 
Cardiff Pet June 30 Ord June 3 


Greengrocer 


Grocer’s Assistant 
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Fuaxacax, Epwarp, and James Dervins, W: 
Grocers Warrington PetJunel0 Ord J way 1 

HAISELDEN, GeorcE, Preston, nr Brighton, Carpenter 
Brighton Pet July 2 Ord J uly 2 

Harruxe, Witt1am, Davies mews, Berkeley “a, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet July1 Ord July 1 

Bay Wi.iiam James, Gayton, Norfolk, Butcher 

Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Buz, Wituiam, Bolton, Laundryman Bolton Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 


King’s 


Hyams, Hyam, Middlesex st, Aldgate, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Junei3 Ord July 1 

Iswoop, Caries, Milton-next-Gravesend, Engineer 
Roche ster Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

JerFrERY, JAMES, 5 ag Shields, Lecturer Sheffield Pet 
June 16 Ord June 30 

Light, CHARLES, oer Hants, Baker Winchester 
Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Mos&iey, ‘e- Darlaston, a Wholesale Grocer 
Walsall Pet July1 Ord July1 

Owen, DanreL, Pontardulais, Carmarthenshire, Newspaper 
Proprietor Carmarthen Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Owex, EvizanetH, Llanrwst, Denbighshire, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet July 1 
Ord July 1 

ScuoETENSACK, GeonrGE, Gracechurch st, Merchant High 
Court Pet June1s8 Ord June 30 

Tuiey, Freperick Wiii1am, Eastleigh, Hants, Grocer 
Southampton Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

TornitL, ALFRED Henry, Easton St George, Glos, Boot- 
maker Bristol Pet J uly1 Ord July1 

Weuster, Henry VAventine, Northallerton, Yorks, Entire 
Horse Proprietor Northallerton Pet June 29 Ord 
June 29 

Weis, Huperr Hepwortnu Grenxvitie, and Jousx Rap- 
curre Crort, Water lane, Merchants High Court 
Pet June7 Ord June 30 

Woops, ALrrep WALTER, Belvedere rd, Lambeth, Brewer’s 
Traveller High Court Pet May 2i Ord June 30 

Wnuicur, James Henry, Costessey, Norfolk, Farmer Nor- 
wich Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Youse, Francis Epwarp, 8t Columb, Cornwall, Commer- 
cial Agent Truro Pet June17 Ord June 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avexanper, James Rapcuirre, Fleetwood, Lancs, Ship 
Chandler July 15 at 2.30 Off Rec, Chapel st, Preston 
Atuonp, Tuomas, Bolton, Fruiterer July 12 at 10.45 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 
Beare, CHARLES Joun Frepericx, Torquay, Importer of 
Oriental Goods July 13 at 12 Off Rec, 13, Bedford 
cir, Exeter 
Binp, F Ernest, Budge row, Cannon st, Solicitor July 14 
at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cap, Eowarp Watton, Hawkinge, nr Folkestone, Farmer 
July 14at11 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Cunistiz, Francis Tuomas, late St John’s hill, Clapham 
Junction, Auctioneer July 15 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
Ciewer, Tuomas Arruur, Burnley, Watchmaker July 14 
at 1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Dasieis, CHartes, Landport, Machinist July 19 at 3.30 
Of Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Draxerorp, GrorGr, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Clothier 
July 12at11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Exuineton, Cuartes Towniery, and Wituiam THALion 
Cainns, Manchester, Wholesale Furniture Dealers 
July 15 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
GoopacrE, Joun Witiiam, Peterborough, Corn Merchant 
uly 22 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Greex, W Pace, Southampton row, Gent July 13 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Harvey, Epwarp, Cardiff, Stationer July 12 at 3 Off 
Ree, 29, Queen st, Curdiff 
Hi, Exum, New Inn yard, Shoreditch, Draper 
at 2,30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hupsox, Fraxk Wi.iiam, Gloucester, Brush Importer 
July 12at11 Off Rec, 15, King st, Glouc sester 
Hutrox, Win AM, Bolton, Laundry man July 12 at 10.30 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Hunt, Aubert Wirrtam, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Grocer July 
13 at 1.30 County court house, Blackburn 
Hyart, WittiAm Hersert, Harlington, Beds, Engineer 
July 12 at 10.30 Off Rec, Bedford 
Ixesox, Bexsamin, De wsbury, Beerhouse Keeper July 12 
at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Ixwoop, CuaruEs, Milton next Gesvenmnd, Engineer July 
l4at11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 
Licur, Cares, Silchester, Hants, Baker July 15 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 
Lock, Artuur, W imborne Minster, Dorset, Baker 
at 1 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Martin, Cuan.es, Slou hy Bucks, Grocer July 13 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Mins, Hexry, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer July 12 at 1 
Terminus Hotel, London Bridge 
Mossor, Tuomas, Lancaster, Grocer July 15 at 2 Of 
Ree, l4, Chapel st, Preston 
Mounsry, Tuomas, Bishop Auckland, late Beerhouse 
Keeper July 12 at 2 Or Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Povtrenr, Wituiam, Faversham terr, High st, North 
Fincley, Butcher July 12at 3 Off Kee, 95, Temple 
, chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Prick, Grorar, Swansea, Licensed Victualler July 18 at 
12 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Sausonp, ALrrep, Bristol, Tailor July 13 at 1.30 OF 
Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Surmry, Saran Janz, Landport, Bootseller July 19 at 3 
Off Reo, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Suont, Space, Shestertield, Accountant July 12 at 2 
Angel Hotel, Chestertield 
Surru, Samven, "Headingle y, Le aede, Architect July 13 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Le 
Stevenson, CHARLES Joun, Brighton, Hotel Keeper July 
, 12at12 Off Rec, 24, Railway a. London bridge 
Homsox, Epausp Watinw nour, Brighton, Esq July 15 
T at 11/30 24, Railway approach, London bridge 
ILLEY, Faepenick Wiruiam, Kastleigh, Hants, Grocer 
July 15 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Kast st, Southampton 


July 15 


July 15 








Tornitt, Atrrep Henry, Easton ag Glos, a 
maker July 13 at 3 Off Rec, Bank brs, Corn 
Wituiams, Wiiuiam, Croesengan, Liansantffraid, Den- 
bighshire, Farmer July 12 at 11 Eagles Hotel, 
Llanrwst 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published jn the London Gazette, July 1 :— 


Curts, Rosert Wiit1aM. Bloxwich, Staffs, General Dealer 
July 14 at 11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aree, See Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet July 1 


uly 1 
7 ee GeorGe, Easton, on, Boot Manufacturer 
Pet June 20 Ord June 30 
Bere Bn ly Mardy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
July 1 Ord J uly 2 
Benet Wi11am, Ba aaa Gunsmith Liverpool Pet 
une 30 
Burnett, THomas, ae co Durham, Hatter Dur- 
ham Pet May19 Ord June 30 
Dean, Samuxn Writram, Small Heath, Birming! 
Clothes Dealer West Bromwich Pet June 22 0: 
June 29 
Evans, Davin, Barry Dock, a Grocer’ Asssistant 
Cardiff Pet June 39 Ord June 3 
Garpxer, Wixcxies, Church st, Tofield, Coal Merchant 
Edmonton Pet July1 Ord July 2 
HAISELDEN, Grorer, Preston, iy —, Carpenter 
Brighton Pet July 1 Ord Jul 
Hiri, Witi1aM James, Gayton, Norfolk, Butcher King’s 
Lynn Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Heirox, Wituram, — Laundryman Bolton Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 
Licut, Cuarues, Silchester, Hants, Baker Winchester 
Pet June 30 July 
Lye, Tuomas, Sutton, Surrey, Stonemason Croydon June 
22 Ord June 30 
Owen, Dantet, Pontardulais, Carmarthenshire, Boome 
Proprietor Carmarthen Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Owen, gag Llanrwst, Denbighshire, Licensed 
Victualler Portmadoc and Blaenau Ffestiniog Pet 
June 30 Ord. July 1 
Porrer, Tuomas Henry, Great Mp «orp st, Stock Dealer 
High Court Pet June 4 Ord Jul yl 
Rosiysoxy, Wriiiiam, Caversham, a, retired Brewer 
Readi' Pet May 30 Ord June 30 
Swiru, Hexry Kare, Lewes, Sussex, Tailor Lewes Pet 
Junei13 Ord July 2 
Sracey, Joun Epwarp, Eardley crescent, Kensington, 
Farmer Lewes and Eastbourne Pet "May 24 Ord 
June 2 
Srappon, Bens amin, Kingswood, om Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet June 4 Ord July 
Tasso, Dimrrri, and Hapis a. ‘Manchester, Merchants 
Manchester Pet Feb 29 Ord June 30 
Tittey, Freperick Witiram, Eastleigh, Hants, Grocer 
Southampton Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Toomer, Rosert, Reading, Coal Merchant Reading Pet 
May 19 Ord July 1 
Wenster, Henry VaLentine, Northallerton, Yorks, En- 
tire Horse Proprietor Northallerton Pet June 29 
Ord June 29 
Wurre, WituiaM Ervesrt, late Aylesbury st, Clerkenwell, 


late Licensed Victualler High Court Pet May 28 
Ord July 1 : 
WItu1ams, . Weston super Boas, Wheelwright 


Bridgwater Pet May 13 Ord June 30 
Witsox, Joseru, Holmfield, nr Halifax, Wheelwright 
Halifax Pet June 10 Ord Jul yi 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


~~ 12.—Messrs. Cuapwick, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, 
Freehold Residential Estate (see advertisement, June 25, 
» G02). 

July 12. iia Desennam, Tewsoy, Farmer, & Bariper- 
warer, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o "clock, Leasehold Resi- 
dence (see advertisement, June 18, p. 583). 

July 12.—Messrs. Eroart, at the Mart, E.C,, at 12 for 1 
o cn a’s set of Freehold Chambers (see advertisement, 
July 2, p. 4). 

July 73.5 * “Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bousriexp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, — Investment (see advertise- 
ment, June 25, __ 

July 13. Messrs. om “Fox & Bousrrenp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Building Site and Residence 
and Lanecbold Properties (see advertisement, this week, 


sayin 18,—Messrs. Pusnes HER, Exiis, Crank, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., 2 o'clock, Freehold Residential 
Manorial and Sporting Estate (see advertisement, May 28, 
», 2). 

Jen 13.—Mersrs. Faresroragr, Evuis, CLarx, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., Freehold Landed Estates (see advertise- 
ment, July 2, p. 4). 

July 13.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Cranes, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties and 
Building Pl ns — a Mortgage Debt (see advertisement, 


July 15. va hey ” Mowraau , Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 
2 : Ay gng fresheld Ground-rents (see advertisement, 
July 2, p 


N ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
I SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 


AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Many, F.S.1., Taomas R. Ransom, F.S.I. 
J. Baasuaw Mayy, F.S.1., W. H. Many), 


12, Lower Grosvenor-plauce, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 





Re H. H. late incensed Te, ae Companies, 
MESSES. i Sus. H. E, FOSTER & C ‘@CRANFIELD | 


the Administra- 
trix of the late Henry Hugh Lavington te BELL by Private 
Treaty,asa concern, the old-established, extensive, 
widely-known BUSINESS so successfully carried on 
Messrs. “ys at tee Od Gohan ippi 
Carriers and Contractors of the 0! 


i 





panies, the War Office, Home 
other public ey age yy 
ne offices all the aiteas aad” and shipping com- 


ns ee conditions, ba forms of tender, are 
now npn, and As Siena va the of the — 


and inventories of 

Tatbam, Oblein, & ae + Queen Vi 

street, E.C.; and of Messrs. H. E. Foster & PAlee-siv 

Auctioneers and Surveyors, 6, ey, a Tenders 

} = 4 A gprrmmeres up to and including this day Saturday, 
y 





WRAYSBURY, BUCKS. 

Valuable Freehold Investment in a heey Mill and exten- 
sive and ou Fishing In Two Lots. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & & CRAN ge 

4 (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) will SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on WED NESDAY JULY 

13th, at TWO, the valuable FREEHOLD PROPERTY 

known as the Hythe-end Paper Mill, Wraysbury, 

com: numerous and su! 


bui 's residence. paddock, 
about 5v0ft. of mable building land. Total area of estate 
about 12] acres. eS ee ee ee ired, 
at £200 per annum. Sp ogg, 4 of plant = 
machinery will be included ia the sale. e extensive and 
exclusive fishing rights on the River Colne are let on lease 
at £50 per annum. 

1c plan, and conditions of sale of Messrs. 
Keene, Marsland, & Bryden, Solicitors, 16, Seething-lane, 
E.C. ; ig amen Poultry, K.C. 


Debt of £2,500 and Interest. 
ESSES. . E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) will SELL by 
AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, JULY 
13th, at TWO o'clock, a MORTGAGE DEBT of £2 500, 
carrying interest at the rate of twelve and a half per cent. 
per annum commencing on March 22, 1879, and payable 
forthwith. The mo: is secured upon the reversion to 
the family estate of the te ninth Earl of Stair, estimated 
to be worth over £200,000; together with a life policy for 
£3,000 in the Alliance Assurance Co., at a quarterly pre- 
mium of £23 10s. 
Particulars of Percy Braby, Esq., Solicitor, Dacre-house, 
Arundel-street, Strand, W.C. ; and of the Auctioneers, 
No. 6, Poultry, E.c. 


ENFIELD and NEW SOUTHGATE. 
Freehold and Leasehola Properties and a a Plots. — 
By order of Executors, Trustees, and others. 
N ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN FIELD 
(successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) will SELL by 
AUCTION, 
At the MART, BS JULY 13, at TWO o'clock. 
W SOUTHGATE 

By order of Bxecutors.-“Three _— an Dwelling- 
houses, Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Essex-villas, Gartield-road, close 
to the railway ‘station, and producing £83 4s. per annum. 
Long lease. Ground-rents £6 10s. eac 

At the GEORGE INN, Enfield ‘Town, on JULY 20, 
at SEVEN o'clock 
FIELD. 

Moat-house, a comfortable, semi-detached residence, close 
to the G. E. R. station, ye bed, three reception rooms, 
= ottices, conservatory ; ling, numerous outbuild- 

ings, large and ai wolctomal om aoe and paddock. All 

Freeho 


ENFIE 
Chowringhee, No. 60 Wellingven-roud, Bush-hill-park, 
convenient 10-roomed, detach ed residence. With A weg 


sion. 
ENFIELD. 
Several Plots of Freehold Building Land, situate in 
See close to the Great Eastern Railway Sta- 
ion. 





ENFIELD. 
A valuable Blook of Freehold Building Land, havinga 
long Frontage to Lavender-hbill. 
_Particulars of the Auctioneers, 6, a EC, 





EASRS. EILOART will t SELL by AUC- 

ON, at the MART, City, on TUESDAY, JULY 

2? NEXT at LWELVE for ONES) clock, a valuable SET of 
FREEHOLD ——s situate in No. 7 iY. New-square. 


The accommo comprises on the ~—: 3 rooms, 
and in the ene 8 3 rooms lavatory, and. cali They 
are most conveniently si! extreme west. corner 


of the square, and open into the new way leading 
through to Carepotreet, Let on auuaiine bese 0b 0 low 

wall particulars and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messrs. Rowelities, Rawle, & Co., 1, Bedford-row, W.C. ; 





| and of the Auctioneers, 10, Chaneery-laue W.C, 
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CITY of LONDON. SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1 APPOINTMENT of CORONER for the WES 
Partly with possession, os. a jd sous a. a EESRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, DISTRICT of the COUNTY of LONDON, 
erusalem Subscription hange nines 
iaitee a2 bilter-erect,H.C—The exceedingly | that their SALES of LANDED. ares F Tovestments, |/[YHE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL is 
e. y-licensed, 


Leasehold , com- 
the renowned Jera em ote tent — in 
's-court, Corn (opposite the — 

and of d), now consisting of a modern build- 

ing of i mupening Covet sone erm with a frontage of about 56 ft., 
the large, light basem = apy Soa to the well-known 

Bodega Company ( Limited) e ground floor, recently 

occupied by the Jerusalem (Limited) as a subscription 

and news rooms, is now in hand, and the three ious 
upper floors, with separate entrance, distinguished as the 

Jerusalem-chambers, are divided into = suites of 

t offices, and let to good tenants, the whole coverin 
one 2,350 superficial feet. The property is held 

upon lease for an unexpired term of 66 years, at a 

7} moat a is esti d tor rentals 





ESSRS. F FULLER & FULLER are in- 

structed to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, 

Tokenhouse- , E.C., on FRIDAY, JULY 22 at TWO, 

the above ape ‘and i impro INVESTMENT. i 

Particulars, &c., of Messrs. «Henry Kimber & Co., Solici- 

tors, 79, Lombard E.c.; ; or of the Auctioneers, 70, 
Cheapside, Ec. 


ITALY. 
Villa Clara, Baveno. Maagiom. the residence of the 
late Charles Henfrey, © oceupied by H.M. the Queen 
in Ponca tebe in od sg their I.H. the Crown Prince and 


esses. F $ FOSTER respectfully announce 
for SALE by AUCTION, by direction of the Execu- 
tor, at the GAL Y, 54, Pall-mall, on TUESDAY, the 
19th JULY (unless previously of), the FREE- 
HOLD ESTATE, known as Villa Clara, in all about 20 
acres, above the Simplon-road, between Stresa and 
Baveno, 36 hours from mdon, and six minutes from a 
steamboat pier on Lago Maggiore. The mansion, erected 
for the late owner by an eminent London architect, is very 
solidly and well built, and finished in the best manner. 
The floors throughout are fireproof and the sanitary 

ts are on modern principles. The house con- 
tains, on the ground floor, a magnificent marble hall and 
staircase and a suite at five yom rooms, all with 
beautifull inted ceilings, and o g to a spacious 
1 or Bac on the first can second floors, 15 bed 





oo rooms and nine servants’ bed rooms ; kitchens, 
offices, and extensive cellarage are in basement. The 
terrace on which the house is placed (about S0ft. above the 
level of the lake) commands one of the most beautiful 
views in Europe, including the Bag" with its islands snd 
mountains beyond. The grounds, of about 10 hectares (20 
acres), are arranged i = lawns, terraces, kitchen garden, and 
meadows, with ample stabling, coachhouses, and men’s 
pe cn ere ere is a small private chapel, built in 

the Byzantine style, and a private landing-stage and boat- 
———* on the lake. 

Further particulars may be had of Messrs. nee 5 Cobb, 
Pearson, & Co , Solicitors, 41, Finsbury-circus; of Messrs. 
Boulnois & “Warner, Archi itects, 6, Woluvloe place lace; and 
printed jars, with plans and conditions of sale (price 
one ), of Messrs. Foster, Auctioneers, 54, Pall-mall, 





m, arising out of Nv. 17, Paper- 
the estimated rack rental value 





Freehold Ground-rents. s ‘ 
N ESSRS. CHARLES & TUBBS will 
y 
MART, City, on FRIDAY. JULY 22nd, the following 
valuable FREEHOLD a gp D-RENTS 

per an 
street, City of od omg of the estimated rack rental value 
of £700 oat annum. 
street, City of 
of £600 per annum. 
Particula: 

& Chapple, Solicitors, 25, Carter-lane, 
B.; and at the Auctioneers’ offices, 1, Gresham-street, 
EC. 

Trustees, Fundholders, and them. 
ESSRS. CHARLES & TUBBS (in “ge 
ETT, 
ELDRIDGE, will OFFER for SALE by Al "CTION, at on 
on MONDAY, JULY %th, a valuable 
out of No. 4, Butler-street, City; a valuable Freehold 
Ground-Rent of £239 per annum, arising out of 66 and 67, 
Particulars, with conditions of sale, may be obtained at 
the Mart ; of Mexsrx. Chapple, Welch, & Chapple, Solici- 
, Carter-lane, 
solicitors, 10, Great James-street, W.C.; of Messrs. Bean, 
Burnett, & Eldridge, 14, Nicholas-lane, E.C.; and of 
BLETCHINGLEY, SURREY. 
R SALE, TWELVE ACRES of FREE- 
the main — #9 miles from London, and a con- 
distance from four railway «tations. The land, 
extensive views of the surrounding 
an unfailing supply of pure water, and pre- 
residenc 

——— are within a quarter of a mile; there are 

practitioners; the and fox- 

pietures:jue cottage and barn, £1,800; the timber 

are of the value of £40; ap omnibus runs 

had wl pon op Only principal» or their soliciturs will be 
treated’ with.—Apply to the Owner, Joux Burien, Exy,, 


CITY of LONDON. 

OFFER for SALE by Public AUCTION, at the 
£269 13s. 3d. um, arising out of No. 15, Paper- 
£217 Ys. 3d. 

poe of 
rs, &c., may be obtained at the Mart; of Mcssrs. 
elch, 

(Telephone No. 555.) 

A\' junction with Messrs. BEAN, BURN 
PREFHOLD GhOU ND-RENT of £155 per annum, arising 
EX. 
E.C.; of Mevsrs. Bird & Eldridge, 
Slenars. . Charles & Tubbs, as above. 
HOLD k-like LAND, with frontages of 400 ft. to 
hich i beautifully timbered, lies high, 500 ft. above the 
——— 
venta inont desirable sive for abe} ve; the church 
resident medical 
a meet in the neighbourhood. Price, ineludi 
# 
aa 
between ill and Bletching|-y ; eight weres mure can be 











Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business 

Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as ens — 


Tuesday, July 12 | Tuesday, Aug.9 | Tuesday, Oct. 18 
Tosoday? way 4 | Tuesday, Aug.16 | Tuesday, Nov. 1 
Tuesd: Tuesday, Aug. 23 | Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, yond ry | Tuesday, Oct. 4 | Tuesday, Dec. 6 
Auctions can also be ay * on other. ie. & in town or 
country, by arrangement. essTs. 
Farmer, & Bridgewater Undertake Sales and sand "Valuations | 
Furniture, Pictures, 
its, Esta 8 Qi Detailed y Bs 
vestments, tes, Spo: uarters, ences, Shops, 
i i > be Let or Soli by private contract 
are — on the 1st of each month, and can be obtained 
of Messrs. mham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, 
Estate its, Surveyors. and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 
London, C. Telephone ‘0. 1,503. 


MESSES. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting "Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and ma 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.—Particu- 
lars for insertion should be received not — than four 
days previous to the end of the preceding 1 month 
CITY of LONDON. 
Freehold Ground-rent of £250 per annum secured upon 
highly important Property, No. 74, Lombard-street, with 
early reversion to the rack rental. 


NV ESSRS. JONES, LANG, & CO. beg to 
~ 


announce that the negotiations for a Sale of the 
above by private contract having fallen through, they are 
instructed by the vendor to submit the above very valuable 
FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT for SALE by ‘AUCTION 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDAY, JULY 
29, 1892, at TWO o'clock. The premises occupy a most 
promint nt position at the corner of Pope’s Head-alley, 
Lombard-street, adjoining Lloyd’s Bank, in the heart of 
the great banking district in the City of London. The 
lessees are the well-known firm of Messrs. Curtis & Harvey, 
who also are the occupiers, and the rack rent of the 
premises, now estimated at about £1,000 per annum, will 
revert to the purchaser in 46 years hence. To insurance 





companies, trustees, and capitalists this sale offers an 
excellent opportunity to obtain a safe and improving 
security. 


Particulars at the Mart, E.C.; of Messrs. Berkeley & 
Son, Solicitors, 4, Gray’s-ipn-square, W.C.; and of the 
Auctioneers, | 3, King-street, Cheapside, E.C. 

CITY OF LON DON. 

To Insurance Companies, Trustees, Capitalists, and Others. 
—Highly-valuable Freehold Ground-rent of £550 per 
annum, arising out of the noble block of propert jOs. 
58, 59, 60, Bartholomew-close, Aldersgate-street (havin 
the remarkable frontage of about 168ft.. and a otal 
ground area of about 8,500ft. super.), with reversion to 
the full rack-rental value, now estimated at about £1,500 
per apnum, in 67 years, The premises were erected in 
1879, at great cost, by the lessees, Messrs. Evans, Lescher, 
& Webb, the well-known wholesale druggists, who are 
now in occupation ; and the security is of the very highest 
possible description, being well adapted for insurance 
companies, trustees, capitalists, and others. 

V ESSRS. JONES, LANG, & CO. have 

AY received instructions to OFFER ‘the above valuable | 

FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT for SALE by AUCTION, 

at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on FRIDAY, JUL Y 

29, at TWO. 

Particulars, with plan and conditions of sale, can be had 
at the Mart, E.C.; of Alfred Howard, Esq., Solicitor, 4, 
Finsburs oat, E.C.; of Messrs. > mith, Vinsent, & Co., 
Solicitors, Waterloo-street, Birmingham; and of the 
Auchones 3, King-street, Cheapside, and 101, Leadenhall- 
street. 


At a Nominal Reserve.—By direction of the Trustees under 
the will of the late G. J. Watts, Ksq.—Chancery-lane, on 
the site of Old Symond’s Inn.—Leasehold Investment of 


Tewson, | 


| 7 





the highest class, in the heart of the locality frequented 

by the legal profession, and within one minute’s walk of 

the Law Courts, and adjoining the site of the proposed | 

extension of the Record Office 
\ ] EATHERALL & GREEN will SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, City, on MONDAY, 18th | 

JULY, at ONE, the important and substantially-erected 
BLOCK of OFFICES known as 22, Chancery-lane (situate 
within the oer & the Rolls), comprising four separate 
blocks of well-lighted and spacious suites of offices, having 
a frontage to Chancery-lane of 51ft. The preperty is let to 
firet-<c! laos tenants, many of whom have occupied since the | 
buildings were erected in 1875, and the total actual and | 
extimated value is about £2,320 perannum. They are held 
for a long unexpired term direct from the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners, at a very low groun-drent. Messrs. 
& Turner, Solicitors, 2, Fen-court, E.C. 

Particulars at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 22, 
Chancery-lane. 


( WNERS of FREEHOLD BUILDING 

LAND (Three to Twenty Acres), in the vicinity of 
London, ma vy hear of an immediate Purchaser by applica- 
tion to the Sucnerany of the bu 119 Laxp Co., Liniren, 
25, Moorgate-»treet, London, EA 


| 





(Vor continuation of Sales of Estates we page A.) ° 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


prepared to receive Applications from dul 
persons for this appointment. The salary attac teckel eae to the 
office will be 4 the aodes 5 years £780 a year, and the 
Coroner will be to provide whatever may be 
necessary in the way of an office, a clerk and statio: 
and also to defray all other expenses of the office, “except 
the actual disbursements made at the holding of an inquest 
under the Council’ Sfschedule of fees, allowances, and Kg 
bursements. The salary is subject to quinquennial revision 
based on the namber of inquests held in the district during 
the preceding 5 years. 

e duties of nel are regulated by the Coroners 
1887, and ather Acts. Section 12 of the Coroners Act, 1887, 
is as follows : ‘“* Every Coroner for a County shall be a fit 

person having land in fee sufficient in the same County 
whereof he may answer to all manner of people.” 

tontees with” stating age, qualifications, and experience, 
er with copies of testimonials, must be sent to the 
Cooax of the Covncit in time to be received at this office 
not later than 10 o’clock a.m. on Fripay, Jury 15, 1892. 
Personal canvassing is strictly prohibited, and will dis. 
qualify any candidate. 
H. DE LA HOOKE, Clerk of the Council, 
Spring-gardens, 8.W., 
1st July, 1892. 





- INCOLN’ S INN FIELDS. — Offices to be 

Let on the First Floor ; a Suite of Three or Five hand- 

some Rooms; ba windows overlooking the gardens; 

southerly aspect ; also one other Suite higher up suitable 

for residential purposes ; hall porter in uniform ; moderate 

inclusive rent.—Apply to Housexreprr, 3, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, or to Mr. Cookman, 63, Chancery-lane. 





NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 
SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge, E.C. 


Directors : 
Henry WALDEMAR stk wy J.P., Chairman. 
Mark H. Juver, A.R.I.B.A 
Miss BippEr. 
ArtTuur Couey, Q.C. 
F. H. A. Harpcastiz, F.S8.I. 
Miss Orme. 
Shares £10, interest 5 per —. 
Deposits ts received at 4 per cen 
Withdrawals (shares or deposit at short notice. 
a epee made = — or am pro- 
perty. e€ 0! Seem, 3 and survey charges, very 
moderate. Prospectus fee - 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


tHe IMPERIAL surance 


uiuitep, FIRE. 
Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £24,000. 
Total Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


rNHE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUS- 
TEES and ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 
Is prepared to MAKE ADVANCES on approved security, 
to receive MONEY on DEPOSIT upon favourable terms, to 
GUARANTEE TRADE ACCEPTANCES, to PURCHASE 
ASSETS, to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE- 
HOLDERS, and tu undertake the ISSUK of DEBEN- 
TURES3 and SHARES in «ound Industrial Companies. 
GEO. W. SCHOENFELD, Manayer. 
Offices : 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 
Telegraphic Address : ‘‘ Outskirts, London,” 
Telephone No. 15,049. 





COMPANY 





O PATRONS.. Advowsons and Preseunta- 

. tions, from £200 to £500 a yeur ; advertiser is in com- 

munication with over 300 ge ntlemen a to acquire 

Preferment.--E. Brot Guros-Rot sky M.A., LL.M., Park- 
side, Cambridge. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Maps} MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majer, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





KOBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Ltobes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1év9. 


‘Town 


